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$EVWUDFW'LR¶V6SHHFKHV& the Collapse of the Roman Republic 
This thesis argues that Cassius Dio used his speeches of his Late Republican and Augustan 
narratives as a means of historical explanation. I suggest that the interpretative framework 
which the historian applied to the causes and success of constitutional change can be most 
clearly identified in the speeches.  
The discussion is divided into eight chapters over two sections. Chapter 1 
(Introduction) sets out the historical, paideutic, and compositional issues which have 
traditionally served as a basis for rejecting the explanatory and interpretative value of the 
VSHHFKHVLQ'LR¶VZRUNDQGIRUFULWLFLVLQJKLVRoman History more generally. 
Section 1 consists of three methodological chapters which respond to these issues. 
In Chapter 2 (Speeches and Sources) I argXHWKDW'LR¶Vprosopopoeiai approximate more 
closely with the political oratory of that period than has traditionally been recognised. 
Chapter 3 (Dio and the Sophistic) argues that Cassius Dio viewed the artifice of rhetoric as 
a particular danger in his own time. I demonstrate that this preoccupation informed, 
credibly, his presentation of political oratory in the Late Republic and of its destructive 
consequences. Chapter 4 (Dio and the Progymnasmata) argues that although the texts of 
the progymnasmata in which Dio will have been educated clearly encouraged invention 
with a strongly moralising focus, it is precisely his reliance on these aspects of rhetorical 
education which would have rendered his interpretations persuasive to a contemporary 
audience.  
Section 2 is formed of three case-studies. In Chapter 5 (The Defence of the 
Republic) I explore how Dio placed speeches-in-character at three Republican 
constitutional crises to set out an imagined case for the preservation of that system. This 
case, I argue, is deliberately unconvincing: the historian uses these to elaborate the 
problems of the distribution of power and the noxious influence of ĳșȩȞȠȢ and ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ. 
Chapter 6 (The Enemies of the Republic) examines the H[SODQDWRU\UROHRI'LR¶VVSHHFKHV
froPWKHRSSRVLWHSHUVSHFWLYH,WLQYHVWLJDWHV'LR¶VSODFHPHQWRIdishonest speech into the 
mouths of military figures to make his own distinctive argument about the role of 
imperialism in the fragmentation of the res publica. Chapter 7 (Speech after the 
Settlement) argues that Cassius Dio used his three speeches of the Augustan age to 
demonstrate how a distinctive combination of Augustan virtues directly counteracted the 
negative aspects of Republican political and rhetorical culture which the previous two 
case-studies had explored. ,QGHHG LQ 'LR¶V DFFRXQW RI $XJXVWXV WKH IDLOXUHV RI WKH res 
publica are reinvented as positive forces which work in concert with Augustan ΥἀȡİĲȒ to 





µThis was not, like the fabled Goddess of Wisdom, the offspring of a single 
EUDLQ,WRXJKWWREHUHJDUGHGDVWKHZRUNRIPDQ\KHDGVDQGPDQ\KDQGV¶ 
James Madison, March 10th 1834 
I would not dream of comparing this thesis to an undertaking as momentous as the United 
States Constitution must have been, even if the process of writing it has at times felt 
comparably exhausting. However, this thesis would never even have been started without 
the support and contribution of many other heads and hands. The thanks I extend here do 
not match up to their input, but I will try my best.  
I cannot begin to express my gratitude to my supervisors, Catherine Steel and 
Henriette van der Blom. I would not have wanted to supervise me as I first arrived, a rather 
shambolic 22-year-old graduate. I owe to them the inspiration for the methodological 
FKDSWHUVRIWKLVWKHVLVLWZDVWKH\ZKRXQGHUOLQHGWKHLPSRUWDQFHRI'LR¶VHGXFDWLRQDQG
his relationship with his time and sources. For the case-studies, their expertise in the Late 
Republic has been invaluable. But this is not comparable to the debt I owe them for their 
patience and support in the herculean (but happily not sisyphean) task of turning me into 
an efficient and organised human being.  
I would have been unable to put this thesis together without the support of my 
colleagues. Within Glasgow, I am grateful above all to Lisa Hau. She has been an endless 
source of encouragement and friendship in research and teaching. Outwith Glasgow, I am 
particularly grateful to Adam Kemezis, Christopher Mallan, Brandon Jones, and William 
Rees, whose research in recent years on Cassius Dio has been of enormous help. The 
stimulating discussion and kind encouragement of John Rich, Christa Grey, Jen Hilder, 
Saskia Roselaar, Roman Frolov, Jesper Madsen, Carsten Lange, Zara Chadha, and Elena 
Giusti has furthermore been invaluable. Particular thanks are also due to Luke Pitcher for 
his meticulous and invaluable corrections to this thesis above and beyond the call of duty. 
Above all, I thank my family for persevering in the unenviable Burden of 
supporting me in the classics. It is only thanks to the huge sacrifices made by my father 
that I was able to enter my degree and my doctorate. He is the intellectual model of my 
life; I would be lost without him. I am blessed for my mother and her limitless 
understanding when faced with my cancellations of our weekly catch-ups. And for my 





Note on Texts and Translations 
 
For my primary source of Cassius 'LR,KDYHXVHG&DU\¶V-1927 LCL edition of the 
text, and have preferred his book-numberings RYHUWKRVHRI%RLVVHYDLQ¶VHGLWLRQDQG
those of earlier scholars. However, for books 72-80 of the history, I have placed the book-
QXPEHURI%RLVVHYDLQ¶VHGLWLRQDIWHU&DUH\¶VQXPEHULQJLQVTXDUHEUDFNHWVHJ&DVV'LR
73[72].1.1). All Cassius Dio fragments are taken from the first two of the nine LCL 
YROXPHV DQGDUHGHQRWHGE\ µ)¶ IROORZHGE\&DUH\¶V IUDJPHQW DQG VHFWLRQQXPEHU HJ
Cass. Dio. F 2.4). All translations of Dio are my own unless otherwise indicated.  
 For the progymnasmata of Aelius Theon, pseudo-Hermogenes, Aphthonius, and 
Nicolaus, , KDYH XVHG * $ .HQQHG\¶V Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose 
Composition and Rhetoric, Society of Biblical Literature, Atlanta, 2003. In all cases I have 
preferred to use his translation. Chapter- and section-QXPEHUV IRU $HOLXV 7KHRQ¶V
progymnasmata DUH WKRVH FRQWDLQHG ZLWKLQ .HQQHG\¶V  HGLWLRQ DQG QRW WKRVH RI
6SHQJHO¶V Rhetores Graeci. For the treatise of pseduo-Hermogenes I have followed 
.HQQHG\¶VSUDFWLFHDQGXVHGWKHSDJH-QXPEHUVRI5DEH¶VHermogenis Opera. For that of 
Aphthonius I have used the page-QXPEHUV RI 5DEH¶VAphthonii Progymnasmata and of 
6SHQJHO¶VRhetores Graeci LQWHUFKDQJHDEO\ DV GRHV.HQQHG\ )RU1LFRODXV¶ WH[W , KDYH
used the page-QXPEHUV RI )HOWHQ¶V Nicolai Progymnasmata, again as followed in 
.HQQHG\¶VHGLWLRQ 
 )RU 3KLORVWUDWXV¶Vitae Sophistarum , KDYH XVHG:ULJKW¶V LCL edition, but 
translations of this text are my own unless otherwise indicated. For his Vita Apollonii I 
have used the first two of three volumes oI&3-RQHV¶QHZ-2006 LCL edition, again 
preferring my own translations. 
 Translations into English of French, German, and Italian scholarship are my own, 
usually with important points of translation preserved in italics in the body of the 
translation or in the corresponding footnote. 
All other book, section, and chapter numbers are taken from the LCL edition of 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Cassius Dio and his Speeches 
Scholarly interest in the eighty-book Roman History of Lucius Cassius Dio, researched and 
written in Greek over a period of twenty-two years around the turn of the third century CE, 
has traditionally been confined to two debates.1 The first of these, conventional source-
criticism, represents the vast majority of scholarship SULRUWR0LOODU¶s Study of Cassius Dio. 
In particular, the literature from this period aimed to quantify or criticise WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V 
intellectual debt to his predecessors and to identify the material in his work which could be 
usefully employed to reconstruct the lost sections of others.2 The second debate, that of the 
composition and role of the speeches in his work, has equally provoked frequent 
GLVFXVVLRQ /LNH WKH VWXG\RI KLV QDUUDWLYH WKH VWXG\RI'LR¶V VSHHFKHVZDV DW RQH WLPH
confined to source-criticism and determining from which texts the historian drew.3 But in 
recent decades ± DQG DJDLQ HVSHFLDOO\ DIWHU 0LOODU¶V Study ± these compositions have 
enjoyed renewed interest as compositions in their own right.  
  
7KHVH GLVFXVVLRQV KDYH XQHDUWKHG LPSRUWDQW DVSHFWV RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V XVH RI VSHHFKHV
within his work. Several have investigated the way in which Cassius Dio deployed these 
compositions, and especially the speech of Maecenas in Book 52, to articulate his own 
views on the ideal constitution and the relationships between emperor and senate.4 Others 
have explored how Dio used his speeches to advocate a philosophy of ideal kingship and to 
set out his own paradigm of the ideal ruler as a corrective to Commodus, Caracalla, and 
Elagabalus.5  A number of studies have identified how Cassius Dio capitalised on the 
opportunity offered by speeches to assert his ʌĮȚįİȓĮ and enhance his self-presentation as a 
ʌİʌĮȚįİȣȝȑȞȠȢ: an educated member of the Greek elite versed in Classical literature and 
                                                          
1
 )RU'LR¶Vcognomen cf. Roxan (1985) no. 133, 1.18; Gowing (1990) 49-54; Rich (1990) 1 n.1; and Rees (2011) 
1. On the beginning and end date of the twenty-two-year composition of the history, anywhere between the 
190s and 220s, cf. Schwartz (1899) 1686; Gabba (1955) 289-301; Millar (1964) 28-32; Letta (1979): 117-
189; Barnes (1984) 240-255; Rich (1989) 89-92, (1990) 3-4; Swan (2004): 28-34; Kemezis (2014) 282-293. 
2
 For summaries of the older source-criticism, cf. Haupt (1882); Boissevain (1898) Vol. 1, ci-ciii; Schwartz 
(1899) 1685. 
3
 Cf. for example Fischer (1870); Straumer (1872); Meyer (1891); Litsch (1893); Kyhnitszch (1894); Vlachos 
(1905). Further in Chapter 2.  
4
 E.g. Hammond (1932) 88-102; Beicken (1962) 444-467; Millar (1964) 102-118; Usher (1969) 252; Dalheim 
(1984) 216; Dorandi (1985) 56-60; Fechner (1986) 71-86; Reinhold (1988) 179; Rich (1989) 99; and 
Kuhlmann (2010). Adler (2012) 477-520 has recently applied operational code analysis to both the speeches 
RI$JULSSDDQG0DHFHQDV WRGHWHUPLQH WKHLUFRQFRUGDQFHZLWK'LR¶VYLHZVRQJRYHUQPHQW WKURXJKRXW WKH
history, and argues that AgripSD¶V µGHPRFUDF\¶ VSHHFK LV E\ QRPHDQV WKHZHDNHU SDUW\ DV VXJJHVWHG E\
Gabba (1955) 316, (1984) 72; Strasburger (1977) 48; McKechnie (1981) 151-153; and Fechner (1986) 71-86. 
For a balanced view, cf. Kemezis (2014) 130-131.  
5
 E.g. Millar (1964) 79-82; Giua (1983) 324-325; Gowing (1997); Swan (2004) 147-149 Gowing (1997); 




rhetoric, equipped with a liberal education in the arts and sciences.6 More canonically, Dio 
used his orations to set forth the words that a reader could reasonably expect from the 
speaker and the siWXDWLRQ LQ DFFRUGDQFH ZLWK 4XLQWLOLDQ¶V WHQHW RI VSHHFKHV Ln 
historiography: that everything said be cum rebus tum personis accommodata.7 As Millar 
KDV DUJXHG WKH KLVWRULDQ DSSHDUV WR KDYH XVHG KLV VSHHFKHV µQRW WR IRFXV D SDUWLFXODU
political situation or a particular character, but to set forth the moral sentiments appropriate 
WRWKHVLWXDWLRQ¶8 This view has been influential.9 
  
These are important aspects of the orations that Cassius Dio composed for his work, and 
represent the overwhelming majority of the scholarship in this area in recent decades. But 
these are details: they are individual aspects of the character of WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V speeches. 
They do not give a broader picture of how Dio conceived of the role of speech in narrating 
and explaining history for his readers. In other words, there has been no research into how 
the historian used his speeches to elucidate the causes of historical events, to explain the 
problems inherent in the military, political, and constitutional organisation of the Late 
Republican state,10 and to set out his own overarching interpretation of the failure of that 
state and the causes of constitutional change. The explanatory and interpretative role of the 
VSHHFKHVZLWKLQ&DVVLXV'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH RI WKH ODWH 5RPDQ res publica is crucial to our 
understanding both of the historian and of speeches in historiography as a whole, yet 
remains, to my knowledge, completely uncharted. 
  
&DVVLXV'LR¶VLPSRUWDQFHDVDVRXUFHIRURXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFKDVQHYHU
EHHQ PDWFKHG E\ VFKRODUV¶ enthusiasm for him. Set alongside our other most complete 
narrative of the first century BCE, $SSLDQ¶V Greek Bellum Civile, 'LR¶V KLVWRU\ KDV
traditionally failed to inspire confidence, even where our contemporary Latin sources ±
&UHPXWLXV&RUGXV/LY\$VLQLXV3ROOLR6DOOXVW¶VHistories, Aelius Tubero ± have failed to 
survive.  In particular his skill as an historical interpreter, able to form a credible analysis 
of the nexus of events which led to the downfall of the Republic and emergence of the 
                                                          
6
 Cf. Fomin (forthcoming, 2016); Jones (forthcoming, 2016). Further in Chapter 3. Rees (2011) 5 n.18 has 
alreDG\UHPDUNHGWKDWWKHKLVWRULDQHVSRXVHVWKHYDOXHRIʌĮȚįİȓĮRQQXPHURXVRFFDVLRQV&DVV'LR)
54.3; 57.23; 57.51; 38.18.1; 38.23.2; 46.35.1). This tendency naturally manifests itself in the speeches, for 
critiques of which cf. Millar (1964) 177; Reardon (1971) 209; Aalders (1986) 282-304; and Gowing (1992) 
290.  
7
 Quint. Inst. Or. 10.1.101. 
8
 Millar (1964) 79. Also Millar (1961) 14-15. 
9
 Stekelenburg (1971) 50; Gowing (1992) 244; Saylor Rodgers (2008) 297. 
10
 One exception is the recent article of Coudry (forthcoming, 2016), which argues that Dio deployed the lengthy 
speech of Q. Lutatius Catulus on the lex Gabinia in Book 36 to explore the constitutional ramifications of 




Principate, has met scant recognition. Millar, whose 1964 monograph remains the 
definitive study of the historian, wrote that 
 
the long years of working through the whole of Roman history brought Dio to 
formulate no general historical views whatsoever. The sheer effort of note-
taking and composition absorbed his energies and left no time for analysis or 
interpretation, and what he produced was a history whose justification lay 
simply in being itself, a continuous literary record which began at the beginning 
and went on as far as its author could take it. The opinions he expresses are 




overarching theoretical or conceptual framework to his narrative of constitutional changes. 
Millar expresses this view more candidly HOVHZKHUHWKHKLVWRULDQFRQFHLYHGRIµQRH[SOLFLW
framework in terms of which he interprets the events he narrates, and there is nothing to 
VKRZWKDWKHKDGDQ\VSHFLILFDLPLQYLHZVDYHWKDWRIFRPSRVLQJWKHZRUNLWVHOI¶12 It is 
testament to the permanence of this view that Kemezis, whose magisterial 2014 study 
H[DPLQHV&DVVLXV'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHRIWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFZLWKJUHDW sympathy, vindicates the 
work with a caveat: 
 
Dio seldom if ever applies to any one incident the analytical acumen of a 
Polybius or a Thucydides, and he does not show the talent those historians do 
for condensing complex stretches of history into a compelling framework of 
causal explanation. At the detail level, Dio can indeed be conventional and 
sometimes downright banal, though he is not always so, and modern scholars 
have often unfairly censured him for failing in tasks he never attempted or 
contemplated.13 
 
To some extent, then, the Roman History continues to be evaluated in the terms that Millar 
determined for it. If Cassius Dio did develop a causal framework for the decline of the Late 
Republic and inception of the Principate as this thesis will discuss, or for the course of 
Roman history more broadly, it is opaque. However, the fact that Dio does not appear to 
have explicitly delineated such an interpretative skeleton does not mean that it did not 
exist.  
  
                                                          
11
 Millar (1964) 115. 
12
 Millar (1964) 73. 
13




To determine how Dio conceived of the downfall of the Roman res publica and where this 
process belonged within the broad sweep of his history, from the foundation of Lavinium 
to his own second consulship with Severus Alexander in 229 CE,14 it would be attractive to 
ORRNWRWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VSUHIDFH,QERWKWKH*UHHNDQG/DWLQKLVWRULRJUDSKLFDOWUDGLWLRQVWKH
preface served as the programmatic locus par excellence: here the historian set out his view 
of history and the magnitude of his subject, inveighed against the inaccuracies of his 
SUHGHFHVVRUV DQG DVVHUWHG WKH GLVWLQFWLYHQHVV RI KLV RZQ FRQWULEXWLRQ WR WKH UHDGHU¶V
understanding. The importance of the preface cannot be exaggerated. The study of 
Thucydides, for example, would be far less advanced had his preface not survived. The 
SURSHULQWHUSUHWDWLRQRI7KXF\GLGHV¶SURJUDPPDWLFVWDWHPHQWRQVSHHFKHVDWLQZKLFK
KHSURPLVHVWRµPDNHHDFKVSHDNHUVD\ZKDW,WKRXJKWWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVUHTXLUHGRIWKHP
adhering as closely as possible tR WKHJHQHUDOVHQVHRIZKDW WUXO\ZDVVDLG¶15 has been a 
subject of fierce debate precisely because this section of the preface determines our 
interpretation of the speeches in general.16 7KXF\GLGHV¶DVVHUWLRQWKDW WKHUHDGHUZLOOILQG
little pleasant to hear in the absence of mythical or fabulous content, but should instead 
draw lessons from his sound investigation of the truth, has framed the positivist reception 
of the work as a whole. 17  Moreover, the Archaeology within the preface locates the 
Athenian and Spartan ʌȠȜȚĲİȓĮȚ within the history of Greece and delineates how they 
arrived at their fifth-century condition. In the preface, Thucydides establishes a clear place 
for his subject within the course of Greek history and establishes principles by which his 
work should be read.   The same is the case for Appian, Dionysius, Polybius, Sallust, and 
Tacitus.18  
  
&DVVLXV'LR¶VSUHIDFHRQWKHRWKHUKDQGLVORVW$OOWKDt remains of this important section 
of the work is four discrete fragments of the first book. Like Thucydides, whose language 
and thought Dio visibly imitated even in the preface, 19  the historian appears to have 
embedded programmatic statements on his methodology within the Archaeology. But the 
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IDFWRUV ZKLFK LQ 'LR¶V YLHw governed Roman history are noticeably absent. 20  In the 
fragmentary preface, then, we have little to go by. If Cassius Dio did outline a conceptual 
framework which governed the development of the work as a whole, delineated key 
philosophical, moral, economic, and political factors of history, or explained his views on 
the role of speeches, it does not survive.  It is reasonable to assume that like Tacitus and 
$SSLDQ 'LR¶V SUHIDFH ZLOO KDYH FRQWDLQHG D SHULRGLVDWLRQ RI 5RPDQ KLVWory into four 
major eras of ȕĮıȚȜİȓĮ, įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ, and ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮ.21 Dio explicitly sets out this 
periodisation at major points of political change. But more than this cannot be said. The 
loss of the preface means that we are absolutely without an overarching interpretation of 
the character of the longest and most detailed of these periods ± the Late Republic ± and an 
explicit introduction to the causal factors which LQ'LR¶VYLHZ led to its collapse.22  
  
In this thesis I propose that the interpretative skeleton which Cassius Dio applied to the 
decline of the Roman Republic and its transition to the Augustan Principate can be found 
in the speeches DQG WKDW WKLVZDVDGHOLEHUDWHFKRLFHRQ'LR¶VSDUW. I argue that Dio did 
develop a causation of this change, partly from the works of his predecessors and partly 
from his own interpretation; but scholars are not at all on firm ground in searching for this 
causal framework in the narrative alone.  I suggest that Dio most clearly articulates what he 
saw as the major political and constitutional problems of the Roman Republic within the 
speeches, not in the narrative. 'LR¶VVSHHFKHVKDYHEHHQWRRRIWHQGLVFXVVHGDVVWDQGDORQH
set-pieces, and misunderstood as a result. A discussion of speeches in historiography must 
consider not only their immediate narrative context, but their relationship with narrative 
material or other speeches located long after or beforehand.  
  
The question of how Cassius Dio used his speeches to emphasise and elaborate the 
ramifications of the major political, constitutional, military, and ethical factors of his 
historical causation has received far less scholarly attention than its importance demands. 
The only major study to develop an extended analysis of the relationship between the 
speeches in the Roman History DQG 'LR¶V RZQ historical views is that of Fechner. 
)HFKQHU¶V 1986 thesis is that Cassius Dio embedded within his speeches his own 
conception of the fundamental characteristics of the Republican constitution. Fechner 
analyses the content of the speeches in concert with the diegetic material and 
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programmatic statements which surround them; and concludes that the orations served to 
VHWRXW'LR¶VRZQYLHZRIWKHres publica.23 )HFKQHU¶VDQDlysis is the first extended attempt 
WRXQHDUWKWKHWKHRUHWLFDOIUDPHZRUNFRQWDLQHGZLWKLQ'LR¶VVSHHFKHVE\FRQVLGHULQJWKHP
in relation to the narrative that surrounds them. However, while Fechner examined these 
compositions innovatively to find that framework, he did not set out how Dio used his 
speeches to demonstrate that framework exerting a causal effect upon historical events. 
That is the gap this thesis proposes to fill.  
  
This analysis of the place of the speeches within the causal skeleton that Cassius Dio 
applied to the end of the Roman Republic and of their role as a means of historical 
explanation contributes to our knowledge in three ways. Firstly, it will give a clear 
indication of precisely what that framework was. I will use the speeches to determine what 
historical factors Dio saw as innate to the Late Republic in particular and how these 
precipitated the failure of that constitution. Secondly, by setting out this framework we will 
EH DEOH WR DQDO\VHZKDW LV GLVWLQFWLYH LQ 'LR¶V LQWHrpretation. By understanding what is 
original in the Roman History in comparison to other sources, we will be able to determine 
what Dio brings that other historians do not, and what his work contributes to our 
knowledge of the Late Republic and the Augustan era. Thirdly, this discussion can further 
our understanding of the role of speeches in historiography. The formal orations of Greek 
and Latin history-writing are very rarely read in the light that I propose.24   
'LR¶s Causation of Constitutional Change 
My intention, then, is to demonstrate what Cassius Dio contributes to our historical 
knowledge of the Late Republic; the role of speeches in convincingly setting out that 
contribution for the contemporary reader; and the way in which we today can use speeches 
to identify an ancienWKLVWRULDQ¶VFDXVDOIUDPHZRUNHYHQLQµVRSKLVWLF¶KLVWRULRJUDSK\.25 In 
Chapters 2, 3, and 4 I will deal with the methodological problems which seem to me to 
have prevented the historical-H[SODQDWRU\ UHDGLQJ RI 'LR¶V VSHHFKHV , SURSose to make. 
However, before moving on to discuss these it will be beneficial to give a brief conspectus 
RIZKDWWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VFDXVDOIUDPHZRUNwas and where this belongs within the tradition of 
writing the Late Republic. 7KLV SUHOLPLQDU\ VXPPDU\ RI 'LR¶V ZLOO PDNH his causal 
framework easier to recognise when we come to read the speeches in Chapters 5, 6, and 7.  
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Dio is not usually credited with forming an original and distinctive interpretation of the 
factors which led to the failure of the Republic and the comparatively peaceful ratification 
of the Augustan Principate. There may have been little room to manoeuvre in this regard: 
all accounts of the decline of the res publica were remarkably conventional, and do not 
appear to have attempted a radical reinterpretation.26 Rees, whose thorough discussion of 
Dio¶V use of classical ideas of ĳȪıȚȢ treats the historian with great sympathy, suggests that 
the historian differs from his predecessors, µif he differs at all, only in the intensity of his 
account; as a comparatively late writer, he might have struggled to make his mark on a 
well-ZRUQ SHULRG¶.27 Although his tone is more forgiving, Rees here echoes a thought 
H[SUHVVHGLQ0LOODU¶V Study:  
 
To write a connected narrative of late Republican political history is a task that 
might daunt anyone. For Dio, who came to it only as part of the whole sweep of 
Roman history, the chances of dealing with it in a way that was profound or 
original were small indeed.28 
 
The origiQDOLW\RI&DVVLXV'LR¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ WKHQ LVQRW fully recognised even today; 
least of all in the Late Republican narrative. Kemezis has recently investigated the 
GLVWLQFWLYHQHVVRI'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKLVSHULRGLQWHUPVRILWVUROHDVDFRPPHQWDU\RQWKH
Severan age. In his view, the historian mapped his own lived experience onto the first 
century BCE and in so doing delivered a critique of his contemporary situation quite 
distinct from the most recent major Greek history of Appian. However, despite 
recognising the significant formal originality of his undertaking, 29  .HPH]LV¶ YDOXDEOH 
VWXG\GRHVQRWLQYHVWLJDWHWKRVHLQGLYLGXDODVSHFWVRI'LR¶VKLVWRULFDOLQWHUSUHWDWLRQZKLFK
relate specifically to the Late Republic, rather than to the contemporary situation. 
µ5HDGHUV¶.HPH]LVZULWHVµZRXOGQDWXUDOO\KDYHDVNHGZKDWZDVQHZRURULJLQal, what 
Dio was adding to the existing record. Dio might have given many answers, but the most 
LQWHUHVWLQJIURPRXUSRLQWRIYLHZUHODWHVWRWKH6HYHUDQFRQWH[W¶30  
  
The case-studies of this thesis will explore those many other untouched answers. I suggest 
that the skeleton of historical causation which Dio applied to the collapse of the Republic 
and the success of the Augustan Principate can be divided into six historical factors. 
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These factors relate principally to their period, divorced from the Severan context. I argue 
WKDW WDNHQ WRJHWKHU WKHVH UHSUHVHQW&DVVLXV'LR¶V FRQWULEXWLRQ WR RXU NQRZOHGJH RI WKH
process of constitutional change. Chapters 5, 6, and 7 of this study will demonstrate that 
the historian used his speeches and their interaction with the surrounding material to 
elaborate these six factors, which I outline below,QZKDWIROORZV,VWDWH'LR¶VDUJXPHQW
the theoretical framework in which it functions, and an example from a speech. 
1) The supreme executive power of the res publica, the dictatorship, grew to be an 
unviable and unattractive exercise of powers. ,QFRQVHTXHQFH LQ'LR¶VYLHZWKLV
generated the imperative for a new position of absolute authority in the form of 
monarchy as such.  
As a fervent advocate of autocracy, Cassius Dio recognised the imperative for sole rule.31 
He writes on the appointment of the first dictator that the Romans µGHVLUHGWKHEHQHILWRI
monarchy, which seemed to them to exert a powerful influence in times of war and 
UHYROXWLRQ¶32 Similarly, on the assDVVLQDWLRQRI&DHVDUWKHKLVWRULDQRSLQHVWKDWµWKHQDPH
of monarchy is not pretty to hear, but it is the most practical government to live under; for 
LW LV HDVLHU WR ILQGRQHH[FHOOHQWPDQ WKDQPDQ\RI WKHP¶33 However, in Cassius Dio¶V
interpretation, during the Late Republic the dictatura came under strain on both 
constitutional and reputational grounds and in consequence could no longer respond to 
foreign and domestic crisis. New extraordinary powers were required.  
  
Constitutionally, the historian brings the problem of the dictatorship to its fullest 
expression in the speech of Q. Lutatius Catulus, in his narrative of the lex Gabinia in 
Book 36. $W  'LR¶V &DWXOXV DUJXHV WKDW UDWKHU WKDQ HQWUXVWLQJ XQSUHFHGHQWHG
powers to Cn. Pompeius Magnus to combat Mediterranean piracy,34 the Quirites should 
instead follow established precedent DQG QRPLQDWH D GLFWDWRU µRQ WKH FRQGLWLRQ WKDW KH
hold office no longer than the established time and remain in Italy«IRUno example can 
be found of a dictator sent abroad, except one who was sent to Sicily and who 
DFFRPSOLVKHGQRWKLQJWRERRW¶35 This argument is deliberately illogical: it was clear to the 
historian that the dictatorship was unable to respond to the piracy crisis of 67 BCE and that 
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the lex Gabinia would naturally be ratified in this context. In this way, Dio uses this 
speech to demonstrate the unsuitability of the dictatorship for the new challenges of a 
Republican empire.   
  
On reputational grounds, Dio argues through 07XOOLXV&LFHUR¶Vamnesty-speech in Book 
44 that the dictatorship had grown unattractive as well as unviable. In this oration, the 
historian suggests that within the mind-set of the Late Republican political class, the 
dictatura had grown synonymous with tyranny and the violent usurpation of power. This 
is achieved through the interaction between content and context. Set in the immediate 
DIWHUPDWKRIWKHDVVDVVLQDWLRQRIWKHODVWGLFWDWRU'LR¶VVSHHFKRI&LFHURSHUIRUPVDORQJ
excursus on the Athenian Amnesty of 403 BCE in order to advocate an amnesty for 
&DHVDU¶V DVVDVVLQV :LWKLQ WKLV H[FXUVXV UHIHUHQFH LV IUHTXHQWO\ PDGH WR W\UDQQ\ WKH
$WKHQLDQVZHUHµVXEMHFW WRD W\UDQQ\RI WKHPRUHSRZHUIXOFLWL]HQV¶DQGRQO\ UHFRYHUHG
IURPµEHLQJW\UDQQLVHGDQGIDFWLRXV¶ through reconciliation.36 In the context of the recent 
assassination of a dictator, WKHFRPPHQWVRI'LR¶V&LFHUR on tyranny are significant: they 
point to what the historian interpreted as a conflation in Republican thinking between 
dictatorship and tyranny, again precipitating the abolition of that office and its 
replacement by monarchy in truth.  
2) The continued prorogation of military power abroad and away from senatorial 
oversight led to autocratic ambitions among all major military actors of the 
political class. Dio argues that a series of dynasts of the late res publica became 
habituated to control through the experience of ruling almost absolutely in the 
provinces. They were thus reluctant to set aside their addiction to power.  
Dio states this argument explicitly at three points. First, in his account of the battle of the 
Colline Gate, in ZKLFKKHSXWV/&RUQHOLXV6XOOD¶VWUDQVIRUPDWLRQLQWRDW\UDQWGRZQWR
his experience of absolute conquest.37 Second, in his interpretation of &DHVDU¶VGHFLVLRQWR
OLPLWWKHWHUPVRISURYLQFLDOJRYHUQRUVµEHFDXVHKHKLPVHOIhad ruled the Gauls for many 
years in succession and as a result had been led to desire absolute power¶38 And third, in 
his explanation of the abolition of the dictatorship, stating that PHQ¶VPLVGHHGV HPHUJH
from their protracted possession of military forces.39 As Eckstein has shown, Dio was 
doing nothing new in holding that the root RI&DHVDU¶VPHJDORPDQLDZDVDQaddiction to 
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power caused by long periods of military authority.40 Suetonius wrote that Caesar had 
EHHQµVHL]HGE\DQKDELWXDWLRQWRKLVRZQDXWKRULW\¶captum imperii consuetudine) and in 
consequence inevitably desired monarchy.41 This argument is now obvious to modern 
historians. Dio, however, broadens the application of this factor, and makes imperii 
consuetudo a central issue in all major generals, from C. Marius to Q. Metellus Creticus 
and Pompeius.   
  
Although stated briefly in the narrative, the historical problem of imperii consuetudo 
meets its most extended elaboration in the speeches. For one of many examples we may 
consider the Agrippa-Maecenas debate, which discusses the ills of imperii consuetudo in a 
call-and-response. Setting up the problem, 'LR¶V $JULSSD GLVVXades Octavian from 
assuming autocratic power on the grounds that a monarch could never allow naturally 
proud men to assume control of military forces; such men are dangerous to monarchies. 
But an empire would need commanders, DOOWKHVDPHµDnd so, if you entrust armies and 
offices to such men as these, both you and your government will be in danger of 
overthrow¶42 Within the context of the Late Republican narrative this admonishment is as 
much a comment on the organisation of power under the res publica as under a monarchy. 
In this context, the recommendations of Maecenas on how to combat the problem of 
imperii consuetudo are equally significant. Crucially, Maecenas responds by insisting on a 
ORQJKLDWXVEHWZHHQDPDJLVWUDWH¶VWHQXUHLQWKHFity and his position of command abroad: 
µfor after being private citizens for a time, they will be milder; and they will not rebel, 
since they have not been placed in command of legions alongside the prestige of their 
titlHV¶43 I will discuss the many other examples of DLR¶VXVHRIVSHHFKHVWRHODERUDWHWKH
problem of Republican imperii consuetudo in Chapter 5.  
3) Envy and ambition entered a destructive cycle. Dio presents ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ as the 
natural motivation of most major political figures in the Late Republic; but in his 
view this inevitably caused mutual ĳșȩȞȠȢ, leading to an absence of harmony, 
aristocratic fragmentation, and political violence.  
ĭșȩȞȠȢ is of fundamental LPSRUWDQFH WR&DVVLXV'LR¶Vpresentation of Late Republican 
moral decline and of the far-reaching political ramifications which it triggered. As Kaster 
demonstrates, the word ĳșȩȞȠȢ carries connotations of the spiteful resentment of the 
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successes of another, 44 and thus approximates with the Latin invidia and with odium.45 In 
'LR¶VDFFRXnt, LW LVSDUWLFXODUO\DFXWHO\ IHOW DPRQJ IRUPHUHTXDOVZKR UHJDUGDQRWKHU¶s 
advancement with hostility if that advancement leads them out of their former state of 
equality.46 The historian underlines this principle even in the preface.47 It is therefore not 
at all surprising that these emotive conditions should prevail under a competitive 
Republican oligarchy in which even a prominent nobilis could expect to spend only a few 
years in power througout his career.48 )HFKQHU KDV VKRZQ IURP KLV DQDO\VLV RI 'LR¶s 
Republican speeches that the historian conceived of equality of opportunity (Υ?ıȠȝȠȚȡȓĮDV
a fundamental ideal of the Republican ʌȠȜȚĲİȓĮ.49 When that principle is transgressed 
because of the ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ of another, this generates ĳșȩȞȠȢ. Cassius Dio was of course not 
the first historian to present ĳșȩȞȠȢ as a motivating factor in the hostile actions of 
individuals.50  But he is exceptional among our sources for the Late Republic in the 
intensity of this emotive aspect that he applies, and in his presentation of envy as political 
as well as moral problem which underlay several major political crises.51 
  
Accordingly it is a recurring focus in many of the Late Republican speeches, especially 
those in a deliberative context. In the orations of Pompeius and Catulus on the lex 
Gabinia, both object to the extraordinary honour of the command on the basis that the law 
would bring only ĳșȩȞȠȢ to its beneficiary. Here Dio foreshadows his own historical 
interpretation of the consequences of the lex. Later, 3RPSHLXV¶ inability to have his 
eastern geopolitical settlements and land for his veterans ratified by the Senate was 
FDXVHGLQ'LR¶VYLHZE\0HWHOOXV¶HQY\RIKLVVXFFHVVµDQGKHWKHQUHDOLVHGWKDWKHKDG
no real power, but only the name and the ĳșȩȞȠȢ resulting from the positions he had once 
KHOG¶52 $VWKLV LQWHUSUHWDWLRQIRUPV WKHEDFNGURSIRU3RPSHLXV¶HQWU\ LQWR WKH so-called 
first triumvirate, the political ramifications of ĳșȩȞȠȢ could be far-reaching indeed. 
4) Arguments for the preservation of the Republican system became empty and 
unconvincing as moral and constitutional decline grew so far advanced that the 
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ideal and the reality of įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ no longer corresponded. In tandem, self-
interested and dishonest public oratory proliferated. As rhetoric became a failed 
means of defending the traditional status quo, it inversely became a successful 
means of furthering vested interests. Therefore, all public oratory was either corrupt 
or ineffective.   
The FRQFHSWXDOEDVLVIRU'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRISXEOLFRUDWRU\LQWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFDSSHDUV
to overlap with a statement of Demosthenes.53 Charging Aeschines with wilfully deceiving 
WKH$WKHQLDQDVVHPEO\RQ3KLOLS,,RI0DHFHGRQ¶Vinstructions, the orator states WKDWµWKHUH
is no greater wrong a man can do you than to lie; for as our political system is based upon 
VSHHFKHVKRZFDQLWEHVDIHO\DGPLQLVWHUHGLIWKHVSHHFKHVDUHIDOVH"¶54 It is speculation to 
suggest that the historian read this passage or deliberately modelled his presentation of 
/DWH5HSXEOLFDQRUDWRU\RQLWEXWWKDWLVQRWWKHSRLQW'LR¶VDUJXPHQWDQG'HPRVWKHQHV¶ 
are the same. As Kemezis has pointed out from his brief synopsis of the fragments of 'LR¶V 
earlier speeches, the historian presented the period from the expulsion of the Tarquins to 
the razing of Carthage as a golden age of genuine deliberative oratory. Speeches appear to 
have been more numerous and arranged in complex clusters of call-and-reply, with the 
good of the state as the primary focus.55 ,QWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFDQQDUUDWLYHKRZHYHU'LR¶V
representation of political rhetoric is markedly different. All public political oratory in this 
account can be divided into either the genuinely patriotic, which always fails to persuade 
the depicted audience, or the self-serving, which always prevails over them.  
 
To Dio, this failure of genuine deliberative oratory had profound political consequences in 
each case. One may consider the speeches of Catulus, Cicero on the Amnesty, or Agrippa, 
which Dio situates within the narrative at points of major political crisis to construct an 
imagined case for the preservation of the res publica. $OWKRXJK 'LR¶V RZQ FRPPHQWV
direct the reader to trust the moral probity of their words WKHVH LGHDOLVHG µGHIHQFHV¶ RI
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ grow in each instance less and less representative of the reality of the Republic 
presented in the narrative. Their failure to persuade leads to political upheaval in the 
immediate term on each occasion. Conversely, the success of the self-interested speeches 
which are paired with these ± those of Pompeius, A. Gabinius, and M. Antonius ± lead to 
equal political upheaval; but in a manner presented as absolutely to the benefit of those 
orators. 
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5) The corruption inherent in human nature had been given a space to flourish in 
the newly-HQODUJHG HPSLUH DQG HVSHFLDOO\ LQ *DXO DQG $VLD 0LQRU ,Q 'LR¶V
interpretation, this corruption led to a degeneration of political rhetoric at home as 
5RPDQJHQHUDOV¶ VHOI-interested behaviour abroad needed to be obfuscated within 
discussions on foreign policy. In consequence, the fora of Republican decision-
making on imperial policy could no longer function effectively.  
By writing the state of the empire abroad into his history of the decline of the Republic, 
Dio places himself in a Latin tradition which goes back to Sallust. In the lengthy preface to 
his Bellum Catilinae, Sallust makes the fall of Carthage and the disappearance of the metus 
hostilis a turning-point in Roman history.56 Moral decline in the city began with expansion 
abroad. 7DFLWXV¶ LGHD LVVLPLODU WKHdesire for power which was innate to men increased 
and then erupted cum imperii magnitudine.57 As Fechner has shown, Dio too accepted this 
commonplace of Latin historiography ± which we find also in Livy and Velleius Paterculus 
± and embedded it into his own presentation of expansion abroad and the consequent moral 
decline at home.58 
 
The strength of this tradition may have left Dio little room to be distinctive in his 
interpretation of the relationship between imperialism and constitutional collapse. 
However, I suggest that the historian brings a new element to our understanding of the end 
of the Republic in his view of the effect of inherent moral corruption, exercised within the 
empire abroad, upon political rhetoric at home. Rees has recently argued that although 
Cassius Dio, like Thucydides, believed in negative aspects of human ĳȪıȚȢ which were 
constant and inherent, these aspects could be triggered or could increase or decrease in 
intensity in consequence of circumstances ± rapid imperial augmentation being the most 
obvious. 59  Sion-Jenkins and Kuhn-Chen GLYLGH 'LR¶V FRQFHSWLRQ RI ĳȪıȚȢ into seven 
negative aspects, three of which I argue pertain to his illustration of Late Republican 
imperialism: ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮDQGĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ.60  
 
&DVVLXV'LR¶V SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI /DWH5HSXEOLFDQ LPSHULDOLVP LV of course conventional in 
that within the narrative he presents these vices as rife in the newly-enlarged empire: 
individual dynasts use  their commands to satisfy their greed and ambition. But where Dio 
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differs from his predecessors lies in his interpretation of the effect of this imperial 
corruption on political rhetoric. I argue that those speeches which discuss foreign policy ± 
especially those of major dynasts such as Pompeius, Caesar, and Antonius ± present a false 
idealisation of the imperialism pursued by these generals which absolutely contrasts with 
the immoral reality depicted in the narrative. In each instance, this deceitful rhetoric 
successfully persuades the audience and ensures the desired policy-outcome of the 
speaking dynast.  Dio thereby illustrates through these speeches that the corruption of Late 
Republican imperialism, precipitated by the baseness of ĳȪıȚȢ and triggered by the 
opportunity for vice that came with an enlarged empire, caused a degeneration of rhetoric 
on foreign policy in the urbs. Genuinely deliberative decision-making on imperial matters 
was made impossible, as individual dynasts shut down proper debate by obfuscating the 
true nature of an imperialism which served only them. This had far-reaching consequences, 
VXFK DV 3RPSHLXV¶ DFTuisition of further power through µUHMHFWLQJ¶ the lex Gabinia and 
&DHVDU¶VDELOLW\WRXVHDFRUUXSWHGUKHWRULFRILPSHULDl glory to incite his soldiers to acts of 
civil war in his exhortation at Placentia.  
 
For an example one may consider the speech of Caesar to his mutinying troops at 
Vesontio, encouraging them to attack the Germanic king of the Suebi, Ariovistus. Here the 
orator begins, I think significantly, with a fallacious exhortation to sound debate on foreign 
SROLF\LQVLVWLQJWKDWRQH¶VSHUVRQDOinterests and those of the state be kept separate in such 
matters.61 In the previous narrative Dio has already indicated that this is a posture: Caesar 
unfairly provoked Ariovistus, who he himself had made an ally of Rome, into war to 
secure his own personal power.62 What follows is a lengthy advocacy of the importance of 
GHIHQVLYH LPSHULDOLVP DV 'LR¶V &DHVDU IDOVHO\ SUHVHQWV KLV DWWDFN RQ $ULRYLVWXV DV D
FUXVDGHWRµcorrectly manage the affairs of our subjects, keep safe the possessions of our 
allies, and ward oIIDQ\ZKRWU\WRGRWKHPZURQJ¶63 To underline this intention, the orator 
cites as exempla the major defensive wars of the Mid-Republic, including Philip V of 
Macedon, Antiochus III of Syracuse, and the Punic Wars. Here, aVVRRIWHQLQ'LR¶V/DWH
Republican speeches, the ability of a commander to use rhetoric to misrepresent the 
immorality of their foreign policy leads directly to the further entrenchment of their own 
įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ. 
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6) The Augustan Principate replaced the res publica successfully because it 
combatted both the moral and administrative defects of the Late Republic. In moral 
terms, a distinctive combination of Augustan virtues acted as a corrective to ĳșȩȞȠȢ 
DQG ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ and thus prevented further fragmentation. In institutional terms, 
$XJXVWXV¶ UHIRUPV WR WKH GLVWULEXWLRQ RI governing power neutralised imperii 
consuetudo as a real risk within the provinces$XJXVWXV¶HQJLQHHULQJRIKLVRZQ
įȘȝȠĲȚțȩȢ persona additionally prevented the backlash experienced by Caesar. 
Dio presents $XJXVWXV¶ UHLJQ DV D PRUDO UHYROXWLRQ. The laudatio funebris of Tiberius 
following the SULQFHSV¶ GHDWK SUDLVHV KLV ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ PDJQDQLPLW\ ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ 
(liberality), ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ (clemency), and ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ (free speech), and the narrative of his 
reign is consistent with this throughout. In assessing the Augustan Principate in moral 
terms, the historian was not striking out on a new path. As Wallace-Hadrill has shown, 
there had been previous explorations of Augustan ΥἀȡİĲȒ. 64  But 'LR¶V GLVWLQFWLYH
contribution lies in his interpretation of the corrective relationship between his own 
specific combination of Augustan virtues and Late Republican moral decline. Within this 
epoch in his history (Books 52-56), political events which would have triggered ĳșȩȞȠȢLQ
'LR¶s res publica not only do not incur envy, but even secure honour for those involved 
because of the culture of ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ DQG  ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ ZKLFK $XJXVWXV¶ rule 
encouraged. Moreover, free speech (ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ), which Dio considered a defining feature of 
the Late Republic as Nawijn and Mallan argue and which in Greek thought was considered 
characteristic of įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ,65 is paradoxically re-enabled with the advent of ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮ. 
µ*HQXLQH¶ IUHH VSHHFK ΥἀțȡȚȕȒȢ ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ), which Dio states disappeared forever at 
Philippi,66  does not re-emerge, but is reinvented. Negative examples of the excessive 
Republican ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ VXFKDVWKHµ3KLOLSSLF¶DQGµDQWL-3KLOLSSLF¶LQYHFWLYHVRI&LFHURDQG
Q. Fufius Calenus (Books 45-46), disappear. It is replaced instead by the ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ of 
honest advisors, such as Livia, Agrippa, and Maecenas, who successfully advocate 
ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮDQGĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮin their speeches and thus enable these to exist 
in political life.   
 
Dio furthermore builds upon his theoretical framework of imperii consuetudo (Factor 2) to 
explain, through the speeches, how the Augustan regime overcame this Republican 
institutional problem 7R 'LR D NH\ HOHPHQW LQ $XJXVWXV¶ QHXWUDOLVDWLRQ RI imperii 
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consuetudo lay in his reforms to the imperial administration. In his analysis of these 
reforms, Dio writes that ZLVKLQJWRDSSHDUµ5HSXEOLFDQ¶ (įȘȝȠĲȚțȩȢ),67  the new princeps 
divided the provinces between himself and the Senate, assigning the more heavily-manned, 
frontier provinces to his own charge. Moreover, governors of the imperial provinces were 
to be hand-picked by Augustus himself, but those of the weaker, senatorial provinces to be 
chosen at random and by lot ± thereby imposing imperial control and removing senatorial 
competition at a stroke.68 'LR¶VDQDO\VLVKHUH LV LQFLVLYH$XJXVWXV¶ VWDWHGPRWLYHZDV WR
free the Senate from the trouble of administering the frontier, but this was a mere ʌȡȩĳĮıȚȢ 
to ensure that he could secure his power with greater might vis-à-vis the Senate.69  
 
This interpretation, in fact, is merely the later realisation of 'LR¶VHDUOLHUprediction of how 
Augustus would counter imperii consuetudo, articulated for the first time in the speeches of 
Agrippa and Maecenas. Setting up the problem, Agrippa dissuades Octavian from 
ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮ on the grounds that the ruler of a great empire must have commanders overseas: 
µDnd so, if you entrust armies and offices to such men as these, both you and your 
government will be in danger of overthrow¶70  This of course has everything to do with 
'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKH/DWH5HSXEOLF,WLVDZHDNDUJXPHQWLQIDYRXURIWKHres publica, and 
deliberately so: Dio uses his Agrippa to argue that imperii consuetudo would always be a 
problem, regardless of the constitution. In the response of Maecenas, however, Dio 
outlines his solutions: the princeps should ensure loyalty within the provinces by hand-
SLFNLQJJRYHUQRUVKLPVHOIDQGVRSUHYHQWµWKHVDPHWKLQJVKDSSHQLQJDOORYHUDJDLQ¶ΥἵȞĮ
ȝΥ? ĲΥὰ ĮΥὐĲΥὰ ĮΥ?șȚȢȖȑȞȘĲĮȚ); and, crucially, pro-magistrates should not go out immediately 
DIWHU WKHLUXUEDQRIILFHEXWVKRXOGZDLW³IRUDIWHUEHLQJSULYDWHFLWL]HQVIRUD WLPH WKH\
will be milder, and, not having been placed in command of legioQV«WKH\ZLOOQRWUHEHO´71 
Several ERRNV ODWHU'LR¶V$XJXVWXV LPSOHPHQWV SUHFLVHO\ WKHVH UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV LQ WKH
narrative. In this way, both speech and narrative interact to enable Dio to set out a 
distinctive argument about the proliferation of imperii consuetudo under the Late Republic, 
and his interpretation of its resolution under the Augustan Principate and thus the success 
of that regime.  
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These six factors, which I will treat in more detail in the case-studies in Chapters 5-7, 
constitute 'LR¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHIDLOXUHRIWKHODte res publica and the success of the 
new regime.  
 
,WLVFOHDUIURPWKLVJODQFHDWWKHVHIDFWRUVWKDW'LR¶VFRQWULEXWLRQWRRXUNQRZOHGJHOLHVQRW
in his ability to concoct an entirely new causation of Roman constitutional change, but to 
reinterpret previous ideas, and thus create a narrative distinctive to him. For example, his 
predecessors Dionysius and Appian had already formed the connection between tyranny 
and the dictatorship which I outlined in 1).72 But Cassius Dio, Chapter 5 will show, forms a 
far more sophisticated analysis of the problem with his speeches: the office was not only 
infamous, and for different reasons at different periods. It was additionally powerless in the 
face of exigencies abroad. By connecting the reputational problem of the dictatorship with 
the needs of the enlarged empire ± especially in the speech of Catulus ± Dio re-
problematises the dictatorship and underpins his argument for the necessity of monarchy in 
a way which is entirely new. Similarly, his argument about imperii consuetudo which I 
detailed in 2) had already been long made by Suetonius with reference to Caesar.73 There 
are obvious source-questions to be dealt with here. But there are other, I think more 
interesting questions about how Dio reworked this analysis. Cassius Dio not only deployed 
his speeches of this period to broaden the scope of imperii consuetudo and to make the new 
argument that it was a general problem shared by all the major dynasts. He goes further, 
using Agrippa and Maecenas to set out how the Augustan Principate could ± and in his 
interpretation, did ± overcome it0RUHRYHU WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V DQDO\VLV RI WKH SHUYDVLRQ RI
ĳșȩȞȠȢ within political life clearly builds on an established tradition of Late Republican 
moral decline emerging from Sallust, Livy, and Tacitus. However, Dio elaborates the 
problem of envy more fully than any other writer, Greek or Latin. ĭșȩȞȠȢ is not only 
embedded within almost all of the Late Republican orations, indicating its importance 
within the causal framework. It is additionally reinvented under the Augustan regime as a 
positive force, as elites envy not the power or possessions of another, but their ΥἀȡİĲȒ. In 
fact, in the Augustan narrative ĳșȩȞȠȢ occurs only in connection with ΥἀȡİĲȒ, as I will show 
in Chapter 7. Surely generated by WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V view of the Augustan Principate as a 
moral revolution, this novel reinvention of  ĳșȩȞȠȢ is just about peculiar enough to be 
entirely 'LR¶V. Yet it again demonstrates his propensity to take established interpretations 
of the failure of the Republic and then reinvent them to deliver an entirely new narrative.  
                                                          
72
 Both with reference to Sulla: cf. D.H. AR 5.70.3, 5.73.3 and App. BC 1.98-99, 1.101. Further in Chapter 5.  
73





I suggest that all of this can be found within the speeches. Cassius Dio made a conscious 
and deliberate choice to give his audience, through oratory, an insight into the 
constitutional and moral problems of the Roman Republic as he believed contemporary 
Romans themselves would have perceived and discussed them. If this can be reasonably 
proven, then there can be no doubt that the speeches were designed to serve an historically 
explanatory purpose for the ancient reader. Furthermore, for the modern reader of ancient 
historiography this will confirm the importance of taking speeches into account when 
evaluating the causal or theoretical framework an historian applied to his subject.  
0HWKRGRORJ\RIWKH6SHHFKLQµ6RSKLVWLF¶+LVWRULRJUDSK\ 
Finally, there are three key methodological problems which must be addressed before my 
explanatory reading RI'LR¶VVSHHFKHVcan be credible. These have prevented the reception 
of his RUDWLRQVZKLFK,SURSRVHDQGLQGHHGDQ\VXFKUHFHSWLRQRIVSHHFKHVLQµVRSKLVWLF¶
historiography. First, the belief that Dio composed without making ample use of 
contemporary rhetorical material, and therefore that his speeches do not approximate with 
the historical oratory of the Late Republic. Second, that Dio was a devotee of the epideictic 
rhetorical culture of his time who put ʌĮȚįİȓĮ above all, and therefore that his speeches 
RXJKWQRWWREHWDNHQVHULRXVO\$QGWKLUGWKDWWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VDGYDQFHGrhetorical training 
inculcated an unimaginative, even banal, approach to rhetoric which rarely ventured 
beyond tried-and-tested commonplaces to use the speech as a means of serious historical 
explanation. Although I deal with these problems in much greater detail in Chapters 2-4, a 
brief overview here will be helpful.  
 
To turn to the first of these methodological problems. In Chapter 2, I will challenge the 
YLHZWKDW'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRI/DWH5HSXEOLFDQRUDWRU\LVDKLVWRULFDO and unreliable, in the 
sense that it did not make ample use of contemporary source-material to deliver a credible 
representation of public speech in the late res publica and to explore the role of oratory in 
its decline.   
 
,QPRGHUQ VFKRODUVKLS RQO\ WKUHH RI 'LR¶V RUDWLRQV RI WKLV SHULRG KDYH EHHQ H[DPLQHG
from the viewpoint of contemporary source-FULWLFLVP&DWXOXV¶dissuasio of the Gabinian 
law in Book 36 and the two invectives of Cicero in the aftermath of CaesaU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQ
in Book 45. There are understandable reasons for this: both are Dionean depictions of an 




comparison ± in these cases the De Imperio Gnaei Pompei and Philippicae of Cicero. 
Given the richness of the surviving source-material, I will return to these in Chapter 2 for 
my own analysis. The historian modelled his own versions on rhetorical and argumentative 
strategies found in the original texts, and I think deliberately. If credible, this suggests that 
Cassius Dio made ample use of contemporary source-material for his illustration of public 
speech in the Late Republic; and therefore that the historian did attempt to make his 
orations represent the nature of the rhetoric of this period, rendering them a credible 
medium for historical explanation.  
 
It strikes me as unsatisfactory that modern H[DPLQDWLRQV RI 'LR¶V XVH RI synchronous 
material for his Late Republican orations have arrived at precisely the opposite conclusion. 
Millar concedes in his discussion of the Cicero-&DWXOXV SROHPLFV WKDW µWKH XVH RI
contemporary material does bring these speeches perceptibly closer to their [historical] 
context than is the case with the majority¶74 Nevertheless, he concludes that the hiVWRULDQ¶V
KDQGOLQJRI&LFHURLQWKHVHRUDWLRQVLVµDIDLOXUHSHUKDSVWKHPRVWFomplete failure in his 
+LVWRU\¶75 +DXSWDQG=LHOLQVNL¶VHDUOLHUVWXGLHVRIWKHµDQWL-3KLOLSSLF¶RI&DOHQXVLQ%RRN
46 omit the possibility of contemporary Latin source-material at all,76 arguing instead that 
Dio drew from the invectives of an Imperial Greek rhetorician.77 This theory, I will show 
in Chapter 2, bears a considerable burden of proof, and the debate over whether Dio could 
read Latin, or only Greek, is implicit in this.78 But even in view of the fact that, in his own 
analysis, the Cicero-Catulus invectives do clearly bear a close relation to contemporary 
/DWLQ PDWHULDO 0LOODU¶V closing summary on the speeches shelves their historical-
explanatory and ±interpretative use: they µFDUU\ IXUWKHU WKH WHQGHQF\ WRZDUGV JHQHUDOLW\
and lack of apposite detail which characterises the +LVWRU\DVDZKROH«WKHLULQWHUHVWPXVW
lie not in what they can contribute to historical knowledge, but in the insight they can give 
into the mind of DVHQDWRUZULWLQJXQGHUWKH6HYHUL¶79  
 
Even recent DQDO\VHVRI'LR¶VXVHRIbona fide Latin oratory from the first century BCE 
sidestep the question of what this adherence to the contemporary material tells us about the 
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historical character of the speeches. Building upon a brief list of concordances tabulated by 
Van Ooteghem,80 Saylor Rodgers has recently touched upon 'LR¶V XVH RI &LFHUR¶V De 
Imperio as a source for his speech of Catulus. She recognises the historical arguments 
PDGHLQRSSRVLWLRQWR3RPSHLXV¶SRZHULQ-66 BCE which Dio found in the De Imperio 
and then placed within the mouth of his orator.81 And yet, from a discrepancy over whether 
Catulus actually spoke in the year Dio depicted, as all surviving ancient historians attest, or 
the year later,82 6D\ORU5RGJHUV FRQFOXGHV WKDW µ'LR¶Vchoices of speakers and occasions 
often serve his philosophical or moralising agenda better than they serve history¶83 She 
argues that there is no justifiFDWLRQIRUDWWULEXWLQJ&DWXOXV¶DUJXPHQWVWRDQ\WKLQJEXW'LR¶V
imagination,84 and XVHVLWDVDIXUWKHUH[DPSOHRIZKDWVKHGHVFULEHVDVµDconsensus that 
Dio wrote up his orations himself without translating or accurately representing even 
famous speeches that were and are extant¶.85  
 
Chapter 2 will challenge this consensus. It will make a first step in our scholarship by 
FRQVLGHULQJ WKH LPSOLFDWLRQV RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V XVH RI FRQWHPSRUDU\ /DWLQ UKHWRULFDO
material, in a re-HYDOXDWLRQRI'LR¶VVSHHFKHVZKLFKUHFRJQLVHVWKHLUH[SODQDWRU\ purpose 
for the ancient reader DQGWKHLUXVHIRUXVWRGD\LQXQGHUVWDQGLQJWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VIUDPHZRUN
of causation. I do not of course suggest that we should look for historicity in the speeches. 
There were REYLRXVTXHVWLRQVRILQWHOOHFWXDORZQHUVKLSZKLFKIHGLQWRWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQ
self-presentation as a ʌİʌĮȚįİȣȝȑȞȠȢ. WHPXVW WDNH WKH VSHHFKHV DV 'LR¶V RZQ FUHDWLYH
output and his own assertion of his skill. We should not, however, sidestep the implications 
of a deliberate choice RQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V SDUW WR UHSOLFDWH the arguments of a geniune 
historical moment in the Late Republic in his own representation ± however jarringly this 
may resonate with the modern consensus on speeches in historiography.   
 
$ VHFRQG PHWKRGRORJLFDO SUREOHP WR FRQVLGHU IRU WKH ZD\ LQ ZKLFK ZH UHDG 'LR¶V
speeches is the intellectual and literary climate in which the historian wrote. This will be 
P\IRFXV LQ&KDSWHU&DVVLXV'LR¶VUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK WKH UHQDLVVDQFHRI*UHHN ʌĮȚįİȓĮ 
DQGHSLGHLFWLFUKHWRULFNQRZQWRXVIURP3KLORVWUDWXVDVWKHµ6HFRQG6RSKLVWLF¶QHFHVVDULO\
has an effect upon the way rhetoric in his work is received.86  
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As a Greek historian writing around the turn of the third century CE, Dio made 
transparently belletristic choices about the style and content of his work which were 
common also to the sophists and other extravagantly intellectual authors of his time. Dio 
wrote in the defunct prestige dialect of Attic, which he confesses he deliberately 
cultivated. 87  He frequently recycled phrases from Classical authors, especially 
Demosthenes and Thucydides, as well as liberally quoting the Greek poets either in the 
narrative or in the mouths of his Roman characters. Furthermore, he wrote excursus ± and  
occasionally quite elaborate ones ± on abstruse topics to demonstrate his ΥἐȖțȪțȜȚȠȢ
ʌĮȚįİȓĮ. These facets of the Roman History certainly locate Dio within an intellectualised 
FXOWXUHZKHWKHUZHQHHGWRWKLQNWKLVQHFHVVDULO\µVRSKLVWLF¶LVDSRLQW,ZLOOUHWXUQWRLQ
Chapter 3. However, this apparent identification with the values of the Second Sophistic 
seems to me to have created a general distrust of the rhetoric within his work. Our 
DZDUHQHVVRI WKHVRSKLVWV¶IL[DWLRQZLWKHSLGHLFWLFRUGLVSOD\UKHWRULFDERYHDOODnd their 
frequently-attested proclivity for intellectual posturing and self-aggrandisement through 
the medium of rhetoric and the settings in which it was staged, may make us suspect that 
Dio, too, had similar objectives in mind when he wrote his speeches.  
 
This, certainly, is the impression to be gained from the scholarship. Reardon described 
&DVVLXV'LR¶VDVµWKHVRSKLVWLFZD\RIZULWLQJHYHU\ZKHUHWKHUHLVGUDPDFRPPRQSODFH
antitheses, and of course rhetorical displays: the battle of Pharsalus, a earthquake at 
$QWLRFK WKH6XOODQSURVFULSWLRQV¶88 Anderson, whose 1993 monograph imposes sensible 
OLPLWDWLRQVRQWKHVQRZEDOORIµVRSKLVWLFKLVWRULRJUDSK\¶89 exhibits a similar tendency. He 
suggests WKDWZKHUHWKHVRSKLVWLFGRHVDSSHDUWRVHHSLQWR'LR¶VVSHHFKHVthis can appear 
unattractive: 
 
There is a sense in which at least some of the fault can be traced back to 
mannerisms of Thucydides, of which Dio was undeniably an imitator; and at 
least some of the fault lies with rhetoric as such rather than with its more 
flagrant overindulgence. Hence for example the telescoping of Ciceronian 
speeches from different occasions and circumstances into a different discussion 
with an unknown Philiscus, intended to encapsulate an ethos rather than act as a 
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historical chronicle; or the use of the infamous speech of Maecenas to embody 
'LR¶V reflections on the problems of the empire.90 
 
$OWKRXJK$QGHUVRQ¶V LV D VFHSWLFDO DQGPHDVXUHG WUHDWPHQWRI WKHSUREOHPRI µVRSKLVWLF
KLVWRULRJUDSK\¶ WKH ODQJXDJH RI IDXOW DQG LQIDP\ in KLV DQDO\VLV RI 'LR¶V VSHHFKHV is 
indicative of an attitude (which I do not criticise). (OVHZKHUH KH ZULWHV RI µWKH ZRUVW
H[FHVVHV RI VRSKLVWLF WDVWH¶ ZLWK UHJDUG WR 'H[LSSXV DQG RI /XFLDQ¶V de Conscribenda 
Historia WKDWµZHFDQPRVWFOHDUO\VHH«WKHSRWHQWLDODEXVHWKDWWKUHDWHQVWRHPHUJHIURP
HSLGHLFWLF WDVWHV¶91 The sophistic, in short, is not an attractive quality for historiography, 
and we may feel justified in questioning the explanatory purpose, or interpretative or 
historical value, of a speech which betrays some of its more overindulgent characteristics. 
This tendency toward the sophistic is often identified in Dio.92 Most recently, Brandon 
Jones has taken this further, and suggests that Dio ought to be considered a sophist as 
such.93  
 
In Chapter 3 I will address some of these problems and re-HYDOXDWH WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V 
relationship with the Second Sophistic. Thus far modern scholars seems to have identified 
D IXQGDPHQWDOO\ HSLGHLFWLF &ODVVLFLVLQJ DQG SDLGHXWLF EHQW LQ'LR¶V UKHWRULFZKLFK KDV
prevented the kind of reading of the speeches which we find in occasional modern studies 
of other historians, as for example Polybius. 94  Therefore, in Chapter 3 I will unpick 
Cassius Dio from the display-oriented proclivities of the Second Sophistic. I will 
demonstrate that he in fact regarded sophists and sophistry with some hostility. In 
consequence, we should not be too eager to overstate the sophistic function RI 'LR¶V
speeches ± to advertise his own ʌĮȚįİȓĮSURYLGH µDJUHDWGHDORIGHFODPDWLRQ«WKHPRVW
fertile soil for a crop of Thucydidean imitations¶95 and to show off his knowledge of 
Classical literature and the topoi of years of rhetorical training. This was surely one aspect; 




own time exerts an effect not only upon the way we read the speeches today, but on the 
way the historian conceived of and presented public oratory in the Late Republic. Cassius 
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Dio appears to have accepted traditional Classical ideas about the moral probity of rhetoric 
and its incompatibility with sophistry ± a concern amply represented in the dialogues of 
Plato. In what I will suggest are his critiques of the sophists of his own time, two recurring 
criticisms are falsehood and the ability to mislead others with a persuasive tongue; to make 
the morally weaker case appear the stronger. This, I argue, informed his representation of 
the use and abuse of public speech in the res publica, which as I have detailed in Factor 4 
above Dio believed to be a significant historical problem and a cause of the collapse of the 
Republic. 
 
A third and fiQDO PHWKRGRORJLFDO SUREOHP WR FRQVLGHU LV WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V UKHWRULFDO
HGXFDWLRQ,Q&KDSHU,H[SORUH&DVVLXV'LR¶VUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKWKHprogymnasmata, the 
loose curriculum of rhetorical exercises preliminary to the advanced arts of declamation 
and the writing of persuasive speech7KHKLVWRULDQ¶s advanced instruction in rhetoric has 
long been recognised,96 and this is unsurprising for the son of a Roman consul in this 
period. In the context of the mid-second century CE, during which time Dio himself will 
have been schooled, the majority of this education from possibly the ages of around seven 
to fifteen will have been rooted in the progymnasmata.97  Yet in spite of the obvious 
influence of the schools upon 'LR¶VZULWLQJDQGWKHLPSRUWDQWUROH of these exercises in this 
regard, there has been to my knowledge no investigation whatsoever of the way in which 
WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V training informed his speeches or his work as a whole. In fact, although a 
number of studies have explored the influence of rhetorical education on ancient 
historians,98 such studies have generally ignored the progymnasmata.99 
 
7KLV LV HVSHFLDOO\ LPSRUWDQW IRU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ &DVVLXV 'LR¶V VSHHFKHV. Certain of their 
characteristics, which scholars have identified (and criticised) as typical of the rhetoric in 
the Roman History, are traceable back to the progymnasmata. One aspect, which I will 
discuss in more detail in Chapter 4, LV 'LR¶s reliance on the ĲȩʌȠȢ or locus communis. 
6HYHUDO VFKRODUVKDYH OLVWHG WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V FRPPRQSODFHVXQHQWKXVLDVWLFDOO\100 a speech 
RI)DELXV5XOOXVFDQEHµQRPRUHWKDQDVHULHVRIJHQHUDOLWLHVDERXWKXPDQQDWXUH¶, or an 
H[KRUWDWLRQRI&DHVDUµDQH[WUDSRODWLRQLQFRPPRQSODFHSKLORVRSKLFDOWHUPV«RIa speech 
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which in general urged hLV VROGLHUV WR ILJKW¶ One view suggests that 'LR¶V speeches 
suffered IURP D µSRYHUW\ RI LQYHQWLRQ¶ in this respect. 101  One may also consider his 
frequent recourse to the moralising ȖȞȫȝȘ or sententia, which has also provoked 
criticism.102 I suggest that this critical focus on the commonplace and moralising content of 
'LR¶VRUDWLRQVKDVFRQWULEXWHGDORQJVLGHWKHRWKHUIDFWRUV,KDYHGHOLQHDWHGLQWKLVVHFWLRQ




their argumentative function within the speeches, can be more fruitfully understood when 
we accept that they were deliberately inculcated by the progymnasmata. Just as ancient 
rhetorical handbooks use the language of µPRXOGLQJ¶RUµLPSULQWLQJ¶the student in praise 
of these exercises, so too do modern scholars talk about how they trained µUHIOH[HV¶103 The 
progymnasmata, as a system of preliminary exercises, were designed to inculcate in the 
ancient student an instant recall of rhetorical forms and constructions and indoctrinate him 
into a set of received elite moral values. This, as Craig Gibson has recently written, had a 
tremendous tactical valXH7KHFRPPRQSODFH DQG WKHPRUDOLVLQJ IDU IURPPDNLQJRQH¶V
rhetoric unsatisfying, could render it all the more persuasive:  
 
The moral focus of compositional instruction made students more successful as 
adult speakers when they addressed audiences which VKDUHGWKRVHYDOXHVµWKH
tendency to deal with general considerations of the possible, the true, the just, 
the fitting, or the expedient had its value. The exercises equipped the boys with 
a ready command of the arguments and other amplifying material that could be 
adduced in support of the commoner major premises, and might easily persuade 
DXGLHQFHVRIWKHLUWUXWK¶104 
 
In view of this, the more interesting question seems to me not what the modern scholar 
WKLQNVRI WKHTXDOLW\RI'LR¶VĲȩʌȠȚDQGȖȞȫȝĮȚ, but what the ancient reader would have 
thought of them. I will argue that the received ideas and sentiments which the historian 
frequently embedded within his speeches ± and, in parallel, within his narrative ± rendered 
his causation of the collapse of the Roman Republic more persuasive and convincing. 
RDWKHUWKDQILQGLQJ'LR¶VUHDVRQLQJEDQDODQGXQRULJLQDO,VXJJHVWWKDWthe elite reader of 
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the late second or third century CE, who like the historian had been educated in the 
progymnasmata, would not only have found 'LR¶V VSHHFKHV rhetorically attractive. They 
would furthermore be inclined, by virtue of undertaking the same curriculum as the 
historian, to identify with the moral reasoning that he applied to the fall of the Republic 
and the success of the new regime in his speeches. Somewhat perversely, then, it is 
precisely those moralising and commonplace criteria, so weak from the modern 
perspective, which would have been strong to the ancient one.  
 
My discussion of these methodological issues in the three chapters of Section One to 
follow will not attempt to be conclusive. The kind of traditional source-criticism I aim to 
undertake in Chapter 2 cannot hope to be less speculative than much of that which has 
FRPH  EHIRUH0RUHRYHUP\ FRQFOXVLRQV LQ WKDW FKDSWHU RQ'LR¶V XVH RI FRQWHPSRUDU\
Latin sources for his speeches may not give an insight into where else the same principle 
can be applied in Imperial Greek hLVWRULRJUDSK\'LR¶s re-elaboration of his sources into 
his speeches may be idiosyncratic. But the source-question is nevertheless an issue which 
must be dealt with. I do, however, set out in Chapters 3 and 4 some approaches which may 
be usefully reapplied to speeches in other historians, writing in Greek during the Second 
Sophistic and versed in the progymnasmata, in order to confirm that the historiographical 
speeches written under those conditions need not VROHO\ HQKDQFH WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V
characterisation either of his historical actors or of himself as a ʌİʌĮȚįİȣȝȑȞȠȢ. Rather, in 
&DVVLXV 'LR¶V VSHHFKHV RI WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLF DQG $XJXVWDQ HUD WKH KLVWRULDQ VHWV RXW D
persuasive causal framework of constitutional change, which is effective not in spite of his 




Section One: Methodological Problems 
Chapter 2: Speeches and Sources 
Introduction 
Quellenforschung constitutes WKH YDVW PDMRULW\ RI VFKRODUVKLS RQ &DVVLXV 'LR¶V KLVWRU\
SULRU WR0LOODU¶V  PRQRJUDSKMuch of this, he conceded, µQRUPDOO\ HQGV LQ PHUH
speculation¶, and LQ KLV YLHZ WKH VHDUFK IRU D µSURWR-'LR¶ LV D KRSHOHVV RQH.1 It is not 
difficult to understand MLOODU¶V VFHSWLFLVP 7KH theory put forward by Schwartz in the 
nineteenth century, that the historian relied substantially on Livy¶V QRZ-lost Late 
Republican and Augustan narratives,2 at one time commanded a broad consensus.3 But 
0DQXZDOG¶V GLVFXVVLRQ RI 'LR¶V VRXUFHV IRU KLV DFFRXQW RI Augustus has imposed 
FRQYLQFLQJ OLPLWDWLRQV RQ WKDW FRQVHQVXV DQG LQ RQH YLHZ KDV H[SRVHG LW DV D µIOLPV\
SUHMXGLFH¶ 4  ,W LV WHVWDPHQW WR WKH FRPSOH[LW\ RI 'LR¶V UHODWLRQVKLS ZLWK KLV QDUUDWLYH
sources for the first centuries BCE and CE that the Livian consensus can be exploded.  
 
Scholars are on even more uncertain ground with Sallust, Cremutius Cordus, Asinius 
Pollio, and Aufidius Bassus as possible sources for the Late Republican and Augustan 
narratives. As with Livy, Dio mentions all except Bassus by name at one point in his 
history,5  and we can suspect that all wrote contemporary histories of the latter half of the 
first century BCE and in cases further beyond. Considerable scholarly attention has been 
GHYRWHG WR'LR¶V VRXUFH-relationship with these historians.6 These, however, do not even 
survive in epitomated form. Given the absence of any comparative material they furnish 
for the kind of analysis necessary for productive source-criticism, this chapter will not 
address these historians. I share 0LOODU¶VVFHSWLFLVPWKHHYLGHQFHRIIHUHGE\VFKRODUVVRIDU
justifies only the cautious but not particularly satisfying conclusion that Cassius Dio may 
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have read all of them. Certainly he read widely. There is no reason to suspect his claim in 
the preface WR KDYH UHDG ʌȐȞĲĮ ΥὡȢ İΥ?ʌİΥ?Ȟ ĲΥὰ ʌİȡΥ? >ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?ȦȝĮȓȦȞ@ ĲȚıȚ ȖİȖȡĮȝȝȑȞĮ,7 and 
over a period of ten years of note-taking.8 This invites inclusivity. It is safe to assume that, 
LI'LRNQHZRIDQKLVWRULDQ¶V work and mentions him ± as in the case of Sallust, Pollio, 
Livy, and Cordus ± he probably read it if it was available. More than this cannot be safely 
said.    
 
In comparison, far less research has been undertaken to determine the extent to which Dio 
used either rhetorical material as such, or the rhetorical flourishes in the works of previous 
historians, to inform the content of his own speeches and his presentation of Late 
Republican oratory more generally. This stems from a long-held consensus that Cassius 
Dio almost universally composed his speeches without the use of a previous model, and 
especially without drawing from contemporary oratorical texts.9  As Millar has already 
stated, more often than not the historian only inserted a speech where it was justified by his 
sources: that is, where he read that there had actually been an historical occasion of oratory 
to represent.10 Yet even in view of this assertion, WKH K\SRWKHVLV WKDW'LR µwrote up his 
orations himself without translating or accurately representing even famous speeches that 
ZHUHDQGDUHH[WDQW¶ is held confidently:11 7KH\DUHµIUHHKDQGFRPSRVLWLRQV¶1RDQDO\VLV




In this chapter, I arJXH WKDW PDQ\ RI WKH DUJXPHQWV DQG UKHWRULFDO VWUDWHJLHV LQ 'LR¶V
speeches of the first century BCE can be traced directly back to Late Republican oratory. I 
am aware that this appears a bold claim. There were issues of intellectual ownership and 
self-presentation to consider, and simply providing a Greek précis of a Latin speech from 
WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLF LQ WKH UHOHYDQW FRQWH[W ZRXOG DGG OLWWOH WR WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHOOHFWXDO
authority. Moreover, many of the texts required for a cross-FRPSDULVRQ EHWZHHQ 'LR¶V 
rhetoric and that of the first century BCE are now lost.13 This risks speculation, which I 
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have argued in the case of other historians has not produced secure results. I therefore 
SURSRVHWRFRQVLGHU'LR¶VVSHHFKHVLQrelation only to texts which still survive: specifically 
the De Imperio Gnaei Pompei and Philippicae of Cicero. In my conclusions, there will also 
be a need to consider the implications of that analysis in KRZ ZH FRQFHLYH RI 'LR¶V
relationship with the Res Gestae of Augustus and &DHVDU¶VDe Bello Gallico, which may 
WKHPVHOYHVKDYHSURYLGHGPDWHULDODQGLQVSLUDWLRQIRURWKHURI'LR¶VVSHHFKHV 
 
0\VXJJHVWLRQ LVQRW WKDW'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRI/DWH5HSXEOLFDQVSHHFK LV µKLVWRULFDO¶ LQ
the sense that we can use him to recover lost Latin oratory, or that the historian deliberately 
sought to deliver the ipsissima verba of public speech in this period. It may be possible to 
attempt this argument for a contemporary historian writing as an eyewitness shortly after 
the time;14 but Dio came centuries after the events he described. Rather, my point is that 
Cassius Dio was clearly well-versed, from his reading of contemporary material, in certain 
arguments that were current in political oratory in the Late Republic and in aspects of the 
self-presentation pursued by the orators of this period. These emerge in his speeches. In 
consequence, ZH QHHG WR UHFRQVLGHU WKH H[WHQW WR ZKLFK 'LR¶V representation of public 
oratory in the Late Republic was a product of pure invention.  
 
If that point can be reasonably demonstrated, then this will understandably exert an effect 
upon our reading of the speeches. It will show that, rather than belonging to a paideutic 
thought-ZRUOGGLYRUFHGIURPWKHGHSLFWHG/DWH5HSXEOLFDQFRQWH[W'LR¶VVSHHFKHVRIWKLV
period were an attractive and viable means of historical explanation because of their 
relationship with depictions of Late Republican oratory made by contemporaries 
themselves. 
 
To arrive at this point, however, we need first to briefly consider whether Dio would have 
been able to read the Latin rhetorical material which I suggest, and second, the possible 
implications of his method of data collection upon the re-elaboration of this material into 
his own speeches.  
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Dio and Latin 
There is no scholarly consensus on the question of whether or not Dio was able to read 
Latin. This is crucial. The historian scatters dozens of quotations from the Greek poets, and 
especially Homer and the classical tragedians, throughout his history. But he only once 
directly quotes a work originally written in Latin ± the Aeneid ± in his entire text, and this 
in a rather prosaic Greek translation.15 This says little DERXW'LR¶V OLQJXLVWLFVNLOOV in any 
case. We know of a Greek translation by a Polybius of the Aeneid already available in the 
first century CE, and so too of Greek renderings of Sallust by Zenobius in the following 
century.16  Had he wished to quote Virgil or Sallust more extensively, he could have done 
so without using Latin. 
 
The question of Cassius 'LR¶s knowledge of Latin has generated little dedicated study 
owing to several other limitations. Firstly, we cannot be sure whether Dio was educated 
entirely in Greek in his ʌĮĲȡȓȢ of Bithynia, or in Latin with his senator father in Rome, or 
in a combination of both. That the historian refers to Nicaea as his ʌĮĲȡȓȢ and speaks of 
UHWXUQLQJ µKRPH¶ ȠΥἴțĮįİ) to it may justify speculation on the former..17  But this option 
does not presuppose early instruction in Latin. There is remarkably little evidence of the 
instruction of Latin in Greek education in the earlier centuries of the Graecia capta, as 
HYLGHQFHGE\5RFKHWWH¶VRQO\EULHIFRPPHQWVRQWKLVDQGWKHUHODWLYHSDXFLW\RIVFKRODUO\
work on the subject. Our evidence of Latin within Greek education, such as the bilingual 
glossaries of the Hermeneumata, papyri, and literary evidence of professors of Latin, 
emerge only from the third century CE, and more abundantly in the fourth and fifth. Too 
late for Dio.18 :LWKLQ'LR¶V history ± our only source of biographical information aside 
from a military diploma and an inscription ± there is nothing to indicate that the historian 
did not, just as Dionysius and Plutarch, have to acquire his Latin later in life, or indeed that 
he had any at all. As Rochette has concluded, the acquisition of Latin was not normally 
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included within the education of the Greek young; this was usually reserved for later life, 
where trade or administration demanded the skill.19  
 
Secondly, the fact alone that both the historian and his father held provincial commands 
within the Roman empire does not by the fact itself indicate knowledge of Latin. Both 
were posted to hellenophone provinces within the eastern half of the empire.20  Rome 
shows a marked preference within this period for assigning Greek-speaking governors to 
Greek-speaking provinces, and to have such territories publicly administered in their own 
language in cases where knowledge of Latin was not widespread.21  
 
Finally, while there is no shortage of examples for elite Romans who spoke Greek from the 
Late Republic onward,22 there is a long-held scholarly tradition that Hellenes scorned their 
conquerers and their language.23 Although Sherwin-White has challenged this view,24 its 
afterlife persists into modern scholarship. In his survey of Imperial literature, Bruno 
Rochette concludes that the Greeks 
 
were not remotely interested in purely Latin culture and literature. Even those 
Greek authors most favourable to Rome deliberately ignored Latin language 
and literature«'LRQ\VLXV RI +DOLFDUQDVVXV GHVSLWH KLV ILHUFH GHIHQFH RI
ancient Roman values dear to Augustus and familiarity with the reality of 
Rome, treats Latin as a mixed language...only Plutarch, whose remarks on 
languages are many, seems to hold back from qualifying Latin as a barbarian 
language. Later, Aelius Aristides in his To Rome seems to ignore the existence 
of a Roman history and a Latin language«he very probably considered it a 
barbarian tongue.25 
 
I am not sure what to make of this. Both Dionysius and Plutarch made the effort to learn 
Latin. The former calls those who treat the Romans as barbarians µPDOLFLRXV¶
(țĮțȠȘșȑıĲİȡȠȚ) and, indeed, turns the accusation of barbarism on hellenophone kings and 
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their propagandist historians who hated Rome.26 He additionally prides himself upon his 
twenty-two years at Rome DQG KLV WKRURXJK NQRZOHGJH RI /DWLQ DQG LWV µFRPPHQGHG¶
authors (ΥἐʌĮȚȞȠȪȝİȞȠȚ).27 Plutarch DOVRGLGQRWPHUHO\µKROG EDFN¶(se retient) from treating 
/DWLQ DV D EDUEDULDQ WRQJXH3UDLVLQJ WKH µEHDXW\ DQGTXLFNQHVV RI WKH5RPDQ VW\OH WKH
figures of speech, the rhythm, and the other embellishments of the language, which I think 
graceful¶ 3OXWDUFK¶V only apology is for knowing too little of the language.28   
 
These limitations make it still possible, and justified, for experts to ask whether Cassius 
Dio was able to read Latin.29 In response to this we need to consider four points. Firstly 
(and most speculatively), it strikes me as highly unlikely that, if the Υ?įȚȫĲȘȢ Dionysius and 
the archon of Chaeronea Plutarch learned Latin for their historical research, then the son of 
a Roman senator and consul, drawn from a family who may have had the citizenship since 
1HUR¶V WLPH30 who was himself twice a consul and spent forty years as a member of the 
Senate, would not also have done the same or already had Latin beforehand. However, 
aside from these details about thH KLVWRULDQ¶V IDPLO\ DQG FDUHHU WKHUH LV QR HYLGHQFH WR
support this suggestion except common sense.  
 
Next, and as Millar has already written,31 Dio prosecuted the short-lived usurper of 193 CE 
'LGLXV -XOLDQXV µDQG DV DQ DGYRFDWH SURYHG KLP JXLOW\ RI QXPHrous offences many 
WLPHV¶32 This suggests several appearances in a Roman court. Although Dio reveals few 
clues regarding the date, he treats his prosecution in connection with the reign of Pertinax 
and being offered the praetorship by him. This suggests around 193 CE, during which time 
the historian was in Rome. In other sources we only hear of Didius Julianus being 
prosecuted in court once: in the early 180s CE he returned to Italy after numerous 
provincial commands, was made praefectus alimentorum there, and was then implicated in 
an assassination plot against Commodus. He was prosecuted and acquitted.33 It is unclear 
whether Dio implies that he was involved in the prosecution of this trial and successfully 
GHPRQVWUDWHG-XOLDQXV¶JXLOWLQRIIHQFHVRWKHUWKDQWKDWRIFRQVSLUDF\RUZKHWKHUKHPHDQV
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a later trial around the reign of Pertinax. In both cases, however, it is likely that they were 
held at Rome and this presupposes the use of Latin. Although we know from two 
contemporary inscriptions that Greek could be used in cases held in the east, with the 
official formalities in Latin and then evidence and proceedings in Greek,34 prosecuting in a 
court in Rome or indeed the western provinces will have demanded knowledge of Latin.35  
 
7KLUGO\WKHUHLVWKHLVVXHRIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶V5RPDQLQVWLWXWLRQDOOH[LFRQDQGendorsement of 
Latin geopolitical vocabulary. As an Atticist, Dio uses Classical Greek synonyms for 
Roman magistracies wherever possible. As such, he will regularly translate consul as 
Υ?ʌĮĲİȪȦȞpraetor as ıĲȡĮĲȘȖȩȢ, aedilis as ΥἀȖȠȡĮȞȩȝȠȢ and tribunus plebis DVįȒȝĮȡȤȠȢ36  
However, at other points the historian will freely transliterate Latin vocabulary, such as 
auctoritas, into Greek (ĮΥὐțĲȫȡȚĲĮȢ). Vrind has already shown that these Latinisms are 
easily-identifiable aspects of his style,37 and I will not repeat their evidence here; Dio was 
not alone among Imperial Greek historians in transliterating Latin institutional terms. 
Instead, I turn to the less-studied point of the KLVWRULDQ¶V XVH RI 5RPDQ JHRSROLWLFDO
vocabulary.  
 
'LR¶VXVHRIWKLVYRFDEXODU\may have been influenced by his own experience as a Roman 
provincial governor within the empire. I have argued elsewhere that his transliteration of 
Latin place-names for imperial territories exemplifies the role that imperium and governing 
abroad played in integrating Greek elites and making them VRXQGµ5RPDQ¶.38 But the point 
I make here concerns not his identity, but his bilingualism. 7KHKLVWRULDQ¶V preference for 
Latin terminology is most pronounced in his etymology of Pannonia, in which he was 
legatus in 226-228 CE:  
 
After my promagistracies in Africa and in Dalmatia (ΥἐȞĲΥ? ΥμĳȡȚțΥ?  ΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮȞ
ĲΥ? ĲİǻİȜȝĮĲȓΥ?), which latter my father also governed for a while, I was drafted 
in for what is called Upper Pannonia ĲΥ? ȆĮȞȞȠȞȓΥ? ĲΥ? ΥἄȞȦ țĮȜȠȣȝȑȞΥ?), for 
which reason I write with complete knowledge of their affairs (ΥὅșİȞ ΥἀțȡȚȕΥ?Ȣ
ʌȐȞĲĮĲΥὰ țĮĲΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢİΥ?įΥ?ȢȖȡȐĳȦ7KH\DUHFDOOHGµ3DQQRQLDQV¶EHFDXVHWKH\
sew together their sleeved tunics from those which they have ripped apart into 
strips in a way particular to them, known as panni (ʌȐȞȞȠȣȢ. And so these are 
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named Pannonians, whether for this reason or for some other; but some of the 
Greeks, being unaware of the truth of it, call them Paeones.39 
 
Dio not only prefers the Roman etymology for the province to which he was dispatched as 
legatus, and sees the logic in its derivation from the Latin pannus. He additionally refers 
here to Africa, which he governed as proconsul in 223 CE, with the transliterated ΥμĳȡȚțΥ? . 
This is peculiar for a GreHNKLVWRU\'LR¶VFRQWHPSRUDU\ Herodian and the later Eunapius 
ZULWH RI µȁȚȕȪȘ, which the Romans in their native tongue call ΥμĳȡȚțΥ?¶ DQG RI µ6FLSLR
ΥμĳȡȚțĮȞΥὸȢ«derived from what the ȁȓȕȣİȢ DUH FDOOHG LQ WKH5RPDQ ODQJXDJH¶40 In this 
way Dio again endorses a Latin, not Greek, geopolitics. He similarly sidesteps the Greek 
etymology for the coastal town of Dyrrachium and provides instead the Latin 
QRPHQFODWXUH FLWLQJ WKH FRQQHFWLRQ EHWZHHQ µORVV¶ damnum) and the rocky shoreline.41 
He furthermore refers to Cisalpine and Narbonensian Gaul as Galatia togata īĮȜĮĲȓĮ
ĲȠȖΥ?ĲĮ) and Galatia comata (īĮȜĮĲȓĮ țȠȝΥ?ĲĮ DQG LQ ERWK LQVWDQFHV explains the 
significance of their names.42 
 
This does not strike me as a writer ignorant of Latin. There seems a burden of proof for 
evidence to the contrary, but scholarship still has yet to see this satisfied. Even discounting 
his two consulships and forty years in the Senate, Dio was a nobilis from a senatorial 
family who, while still attached to his ʌĮĲȡȓȢ of Bithynia, clearly seems to have been able 
to speak Latin in a court at Rome as well as to read, and prefer, Latin geographical 
etymologies. If Dio acquired these etymologies from earlier Greek writers, we find no 
trace of them. In fact, by insisting on his knowledge and personal experience of Pannonia 
from his term as governor there,43 Dio claims the pannus etymology in particular as his 
own new factoid to impart. There were also odder things than a Greek historian of Rome 
using Latin for his research. In addition to Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Plutarch, 
Diodorus of Sicily too did so and like them says so in the preface to his work.44 $V'LR¶V
preface is lost, we do not know if he advertised his learning of Latin and its texts in the 
same fashion. But by the third century CE there was probably no need, for a Greek consul 
of Rome.  
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A fourth and final point is the striking similarity of several RI 'LR¶V /DWH 5HSXEOLFDQ
speeches to the surviving contemporary Latin rhetorical material, both in their 
argumentation and in the order in which that argumentation develops. There are 
furthermore translated overlaps in the language and expression. This in itself suggests a 
Latin original model. However, that will only become clear through a comparative analysis 
RI'LR¶VKLVWRU\ZLWKWKHRULJLQDOUKHWRULFDO material, which I will begin on the next page 
along. Before doing so, it is important to give a brief comment on how and where Dio may 
have collected this Latin material, and how this method may have facilitated the later re-
elaboration RIWKDWPDWHULDOLQWR'LR¶V speeches which I propose.  
'LR¶V0HWKRGRI:RUN 
We have little testimony from the historians themselves about how they worked. Pelling 
posits that Cassius Dio, like Plutarch before him, performed all his preliminary reading in a 
single and lengthy period before turning to the task of writing-up; and that he read a variety 
of different sources in the research-stage for compilation into notes, before then having a 
single main source before him, alongside his notes, during the composition-stage.45 We 
should thus imagine a programme of broad reading, in which the historian may have 
initially drawn details from several different sources even on the same historical event,46  
DQG WKHQ WKH µIROORZLQJ¶ of a single source as a guide in the writing-up, kept open 
alongside WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VGLYHUVHQRWHV.  
 
The sheer difficulty of handling rolls of papyrus may have necessitated this practice. They 
were, of course, large; and little evidence exists of contemporary methods to negotiate the 
geography of the physical text, such as headings and numberings.47 Moreover, owing to 
their size it would be difficult to compare versions during the composition even if a slave 
were to hold another.48 But historians needed to compare versions all the same, and decide 
upon the more plausible of two accounts. This decision over what to include and what not 
WRLQFOXGHPD\ZHOOKDYHKDSSHQHGLQWKHFRPSLODWLRQRIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶Vaide-memoire, or 
Υ?ʌȩȝȞȘȝĮ, which we find first mentioned in Lucian: 
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The material ought not to be gathered slap-dash, but through laborious, careful, 
and frequent diVFULPLQDWLRQ«and keeping to those who narrate in the least 
partisan fashion, you should choose authors who seem least disposed toward 
ingratiation or dislike of their predecessors. Let the process of deduction and of 
piecing together µwhich of the two¶ is more reliable happen here. And when 
everything has been put properly together, or mostly, then you should compile a 
sort of aide-memoire (Υ?ʌȩȝȞȘȝĮRIWKDWPDWHULDOWKHERG\ of it should still be 
free from ornamentation.49 
 
In what little is written on the topic scholars all agree that Cassius Dio will have had such a 
Υ?ʌȩȝȞȘȝĮ.50 Although these Υ?ʌȠȝȞȒȝĮĲĮFRXOGYDU\LQWKHLUOHYHORISROLVK± some appear 
to have been bare collections of topic-headings and notes, while others could be whole 
stretches of unadorned narrative ± it is unlikely that these would have contained drafted 
speeches.51 This, certainly, is what Lucian seems to me to suggest (ıΥ?ȝĮʌȠȚİȓĲȦΥἀțĮȜȜΥ?Ȣ
ΥἔĲȚțĮΥ? ΥἀįȚȐȡșȡȦĲȠȞ We need to imagine that Dio composed his speeches later, during the 
µQHDWHU¶FRPSRVLWLRQVWDJH 
 
This does not mean, however, that during the reading and note-taking process the historian 
will not have read speeches that he knew about and taken notes of what he saw had been 
said. Take the events of 43 BCE (Book 45) as an example. According to the consensus, in 
WKH FRPSRVLWLRQ RI KLV µQHDW¶ %RRN 45 the historian will have had a single historical 
narrative source before him as a guide, alongside his digest or comparison of several 
sources in the Υ?ʌȩȝȞȘȝĮ. After writing-up the diegetic material, Dio came to consider 
&LFHUR¶V political invectives against M. Antonius in that year. Given the ergonomic 
difficulty of scrolls, it may not have been attractive to then pause, open and search the 
scroll of the Philippicae for useful material, and then incorporate these straight into a new 
speech; especially in view of the fact that Dio seems to have drawn not only from one of 
the Philippicae, but several of them, as I discuss in the next section. This method, then, 
could involve three or more scrolls (Υ?ʌȩȝȞȘȝĮ, Cicero or a Greek translation or précis 
WKHUHRI 'LR¶V QHZ GUDIW LWVHOI being open at the same time, let alone trawling through 
several Philippicae rather than only one. This is obviously impractical.  
 
I think we can envisage another possibility. 'LR¶V /DWH 5HSXEOLF FHQWUHV DURXQG WKH
įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ and ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ of individual actors ± especially Pompeius, Caesar, Cicero, and 
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Octavian. It is telling that Dio wrote three speeches each for these latter three, more than 
for any other characters in his work. I suggest that in the course of his reading and research 
for the Υ?ʌȩȝȞȘȝĮ, Dio turned to original material that was known to him already through 
his advanced rhetorical training or which especially exemplified the historical issue which 
KHZLVKHGWRHOXFLGDWHWKURXJKDVSHHFK)RUWKHįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ RI3RPSHLXVLQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYH
RI WKH JHQHUDO¶V H[WUDRUGLQDU\ FRPPDQGV WKHUHZDV&LFHUR¶VDe Imperio Gnaei Pompei. 
Similarly, for the polemical debates between M. Tullius Cicero and M. Antonius ± which 
exemplify Late Republican political oratory at its most fractious and hostile ± there were 
the Philippicae. It seems reasonable to expect that, in the course of his reading and 
research, Dio may have appreciated quotations, ideas, or arguments in these works and 
noted them down in his Υ?ʌȩȝȞȘȝĮ for later re-elaboration into a parallel speech of his own 
in the writing-up stage. In this way the Υ?ʌȩȝȞȘȝĮ served as a repository not only of details 
DQG FRPSDULVRQV RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V QDUUDWLYH VRXUFHV EXW RI ideas from speeches he had 
read ± ideas which originated in Late Republican oratory. 
 
I am aware that this is hypothetical. But Dio, as I discuss further in Chapter 4, was trained 
through a rhetorical curriculum which by his time universally advocated the chreia: the 
exercise in re-elaborating the words and sayings of great men into different contexts. There 
can also be little doubt that he would have had access to such contemporary Latin material 
as had survived, which I have argued he was perfectly able to read. In addition to residing 
in Rome in his capacity as a senator, the historian served as curator of the major 
intellectual centres of Pergamum and Smyrna in Asia Minor, accompanied Caracalla to the 
eastern metropolis of Nicomedia, DQGZDVFRQQHFWHGWRWKHµFLUFOH¶RI6HSWLPLXV6HYHUXV¶
erudite wife, Julia Domna.52 If the historian needed these texts, he could get them.  
 
But to this point I have been begging the question. I have argued that Cassius Dio recorded 
arguments, quotes, and rhetorical strategies from the Latin literature of the Late Republic, 
which he had read, into his Υ?ʌȩȝȞȘȝĮ for later re-elaboration. But I have not yet 
demonstrated that he read this material in the first place. The comparative analysis will 
reveal that this was probable. I turn now to discuss the example most rich in obvious clues: 
'LR¶VUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK&LFHUR 
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The Ciceronian Material: The De Imperio Gnaei Pompei 
Four orations within the Roman History reproduce the argumentation which Cicero 
suggests in his own speeches was µKLVWRULFDOO\¶employed, at Rome, in parallel contexts to 
those depicted by Dio. First, the speech of A. Gabinius in favour of his lex Gabinia (36.27-
28). Second, the lengthy dissuasio of that law by Q. Lutatius Catulus, set during a contio 
(36.31-36). ThirdWKHµ3KLOLSSLF¶ of Cicero against M. Antonius in the opening days of 43 
BCE (45.18-47). And fourth, Q. Fufius &DOHQXV¶ UHVSRQVH LQ GHIHQFH RI $QWRQLXV DW WKH
opening of the next Book (46.1-28). All four speeches represent occasions of political 
oratory we know to have actually existed: iQ *DELQLXV DQG &DWXOXV¶ case, the debates 
VXUURXQGLQJ 3RPSHLXV¶ WZR H[WUDRUGLQary commands in 67 and 66 BCE, known 
respectively as the lex Gabinia and lex Manilia, attested in the De Imperio Gnaei Pompei; 
LQ &LFHUR DQG &DOHQXV¶ FDVH WKH H[FKDQJHV RI LQYHFWLYH EHWZHHQ &LFHUR DQG $QWRQLus 
ZKLFK RFFXUUHG LQ WKH 6HQDWH DIWHU &DHVDU¶V assassination, famously attested in the 
Philippicae. Accordingly I organise this analysis into two sections, turning first to the 
Gabinius-Catulus debate before the Cicero-Calenus polemics in the second.  
 
I do not wish to talk in particular depth at this point about the historical context of either or 
the historical details. I elaborate this more fully in Chapters 5 and 6, where it will be 
relevant. My intention here is to demonstrate that Dio in these speeches reproduced the 
contemporary Latin oratory of the late res publica; and thus that they were an ideal 
medium for discussing the problems that beset it, especially for an educated audience who 
may have known their Cicero.  
 
Nevertheless ± and to turn to the first pair of speeches ± there are important chronological 
LVVXHV ZLWK &DWXOXV¶ dissuasio. As rogator of the law,  which proposed extraordinary 
powers for Pompeius over virtually the entire Mediterranean,53 Gabinius will clearly have 
spoken in the contio in support of his legislation in 67 BCE+RZHYHU&DWXOXV¶ role during 
the lex Gabinia debate is far less clear. All our historians, including Dio, record that he 
spoke against *DELQLXV¶ law in 67 BCE alongside Q. Hortensius Hortalus.54  However, 
Saylor Rodgers argues WKDW &DWXOXV¶ UROH here is a fiction. Although Cicero in the De 
Imperio PHQWLRQV+RUWHQVLXV¶DFWLYLW\LQWKHGHEDWHVRIWKDW\HDUKHPDNHVQRUHIHUHQFHWR
Catulus in that context, apparently citing only his objections to the lex Manilia of the 
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following year, 66 BCE. Apparently, we should therefore assume that he did not speak.55 
This has been specifically challenged by Coudry, and I think rightly.56 6D\ORU 5RGJHUV¶
thesis is based upon the suggestion that Cicero would have cited Catulus had he been a 
member of the opposition to the Gabinian law too. %XW&LFHUR¶VH[SODQDWLRQ RI+RUWHQVLXV¶
role in 67 BCE extends to no more than two fairly brief comments:57 it is clear that he did 
not intend to give a full overview of the debates of 67 BCE 6D\ORU 5RGJHUV¶ VHFRQG
supporting detail, that when Cicero ILQDOO\TXRWHV&DWXOXV¶REMHFWLRQVWR3RPSHLXV¶SRZHU
KHLVµFOHDUO\GHVFULELQJDvery recent event¶ (i.e. 66 BCE on the lex Manilia), is also a moot 
point. There seems to me nothing in the quotation to suggest that it has just occurred, and if 
there is, Saylor Rodgers does not specify what. The opposition of Catulus quoted by Cicero 
could just as easily have occurred in the previous year as all our historians attest.58  
 
To provide some positive evidence, we should also considHU WKDW&LFHUR OHDYHV&DWXOXV¶
dissuasio out of his speech altogether until the end. He devotes an independent, final 
section of his DUJXPHQWDWLRQ WR GHDO VSHFLILFDOO\ ZLWK &DWXOXV¶ REMHFWLRQV WR 3RPSHLXV¶
power (reliquum est ut de Q. Catuli auctoritate et sententia dicendum esse videatur).59 
This being the case, it is not surprising that he GLG QRW PHQWLRQ &DWXOXV¶ UROH ZKHQ
discussing that of Hortensius in 67 BCE earlier. This additionally has the effect of making 
the opposition appear weaker than it actually was. IWGRHV&LFHUR¶VDUJXPHQWDWLYHSXUSRVH 
no favours to marshal the arguments of all the distinguished Roman statesmen that spoke 
against Pompeius¶SRZHU, especially over two consecutive years. Cicero was being vague, 
and I think deliberately, to deliver a political objective. The chronological issue may 
DSSHDUHVRWHULFEXWLWLVLPSRUWDQWIRUKRZ'LR¶VVSHHFKHVVXUURXQGLQJWKHlex Gabinia are 
read. It is VSHFLILFDOO\ &DVVLXV 'LR¶V DSSDUHQW GLVSODFHPHQW RI 4 /XWDWLXV &DWXOXV¶
dissuasio from 66 BCE to the context of the previous year which has justified the claim that 
µ'LR¶V choices of speakers and occasions often serve his philosophical or moralizing 
agenda better than they serve history¶.60 But the evidence that Catulus did not speak in 67 
BCE is limited and unconvincing.  
 
A second but less complicated chronological issue is the text and subject matter of the 
source-material itself. It will already have become clear that Cicero delivered the De 
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 Saylor Rodgers (2008) 289-300. Conversely, there is no doubt that Hortensius spoke in both years; cf. 
Morstein-Marx (2004) 181-182. 
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 Cf. Coudry (forthcoming, 2016). 
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 Cic. Man. 7KHVHLQIDFWILQGWKHLUZD\LQWR'LR¶Vdissasio of Catulus, as I will show later. 
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 Saylor Rodgers (2008) 289. The quoted Latin material is Cic. Man. 63-64. 
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 Cic. Man. 59-63; here at 59. 
60




Imperio not in 67 BCE on the lex Gabinia, but a year later in support of the lex Manilia. 
7KHUHIRUH'LRGLVSODFHV WKHFRQWHQWRI&LFHUR¶VRUDWLRQ WR DGLIIHUHQWKLVWRULFDO FRQWH[W
This can be explained simply by the similarity of those contexts and the scope of the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VZRUN7R'LRERWK&LFHURDQG*DELQLXVSOD\HGSDUDOOHO UROHVDVDGYRFDWHVRI
3RPSHLXV¶ H[WUDRUGLQDU\ FRPPDQGV LQ WKH VDPH -66 BCE period. Rather than dealing 
with both laws separately at length, he compressed these two examples of the same 
KLVWRULFDOSUREOHPRI3RPSHLXV¶įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ into a single rhetorical moment when the issue 
first arose. This is confirmed by the very cursory treatment Dio affords the lex Manilia: he 
states merely that the tribune C. Manilius proposed the law and that Cicero urged the 
populus to ratify it.61 The brevity of this note in comparison to the lengthy episode Dio 
constructs around the lex Gabinia indicates that the historian viewed the two laws as part 
of the same problem. It made sense to explore that problem in detail once, at the first 
opportunity, rather than twice.  
 
The arguments of $*DELQLXVLQIDYRXURI3RPSHLXV¶SRZHULQBCE therefore represent 
those we know from the De Imperio to have been made by Cicero in favour of it a year 
later. This, it seems to me, is no coincidence, but was a deliberate choice RQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶V
part to align his own representation of the debate surrounding the lex Gabinia with the 
contemporary evidence. This will be borne out by my discussion of the concordances, 
some of which were collected by Van Ooteghem9DQ2RWHJKHP¶V WDEXODWLRQ KRZHYHU
considers only Cic. Man. 27-28 and 61-62, and does not provide analysis.62  
 
To begin that analysis, then, with Gabinius. Dio visibly reproduces five arguments in 
support of Pompeius we know from the De Imperio to have been used for that purpose and 
in that period. These are: i) that the general is blessed with felicitas or ĲȪȤȘ LL WKDW KH
alone is exceptional and distinctive; iii) that this exceptionality demands unanimous 
support; iv) that he has had a glorious career even from youth; and v) that he will be able to 
SUHVHUYHDQGPDLQWDLQ5RPH¶VDOOLHVDQGUHYHQXHVWithin these Dio furthermore imitates 
the rhetorical stragtegies of aporia, anaphora, polyptoton, and possibly polysyndeton at 
precisely the same argumentative points at which Cicero portrays himself having used 
them in 66 BCE. 
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 Cass. Dio. 36.42.4-7KLVDOVRVXJJHVWVWKDW'LRNQHZDERXW&LFHUR¶VDe Imperio. 
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 Van Ooteghem (1954) 170 n.1; cf. also Saylor Rodgers (2008) 308-311 for further comments on Van 





























%RWKDGYHUWLVHPHQWVRI3RPSHLXV¶YLUWXHVEHJLQZLWKaporia articulated with ȕȠȣȜȠȓȝȘȞΥἂȞ 
and utinam. Both also wish that Rome have more able men; and both reach the same 
conclusion by encouraging unanimous approval by the end of the thought. It seems 
particularly striking that both argumentative chains begin with the same technique, before 
moving on to stress the exceptionality of this one man alone and then reaching the 
conclusion that none should hesitate to make use of him. The argument RI'LR¶V*DELQLXV
that all of the virtues of the ideal leader are present in ĲΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ? ΥἀȞįȡΥ? is of course the main 
thrust of De Imperio 28-49 as a whole, a lengthy explanation of why Pompeius alone 
possesses all four qualities of the summus imperator;  but Cicero too later reduces this 
I would be glad if you had many good 
men, and would pray so too if I had to. But 
since this matter is one neither of prayer nor 
comes of its own accord, but requires that 
one be born with innate ability, learn what 
is serviceable, do what is required and 
above all enjoy good fortune ± all of 
which I think very rarely come to the 
same one man ± you must all 
unanimously support and make use of 
him when such a man is found. 
ȕȠȣȜȠȓȝȘȞ ȝ੻Ȟ Ȗ੹ȡ ਗȞ ʌȠȜȜȠઃȢ ਫ਼ȝ૙Ȟ
ਕȖĮșȠઃȢ ਙȞįȡĮȢ İੇȞĮȚ țĮΥ? İΥἴȖİ țĮΥ? 
İΥ?ȟĮıșĮȚ įİΥ? İΥὐȟĮȓȝȘȞ ΥἄȞ ΥἐʌİΥ? įΥ? ȠΥ?ĲΥ? 
İΥὐȤΥ?Ȣ ĲΥὸ ʌȡΥ?ȖȝĮ ĲȠΥ?Ĳȩ ΥἐıĲȚȞ ȠΥ?ĲΥ? 
ĮΥὐĲȩȝĮĲȩȞ ĲΥ? ʌĮȡĮȖȓȖȞİĲĮȚ ΥἀȜȜΥὰ įİΥ? țĮΥ? 
ĳΥ?ȞĮȓ ĲȚȞĮ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĮΥὐĲΥὸ ΥἐʌȚĲȘįİȓȦȢ țĮΥ? 
ȝĮșİΥ?Ȟ ĲΥὰ ʌȡȩıĳȠȡĮ țĮΥ? ΥἀıțΥ?ıĮȚ ĲΥὰ 
ʌȡȠıȒțȠȞĲĮ țĮΥ? ʌĮȡΥὰ ʌȐȞĲĮ ਕȖĮșૌ ĲȪȤૉ 
ȤȡΥ?ıșĮȚ ਚʌİȡ ʌȠȣ ıʌĮȞȚȫĲĮĲĮ ਗȞ Ĳ૶ 
Į੝Ĳ૶ ਕȞįȡ੿ ıȣȝȕĮȓȘ, Ȥȡ੽ ʌȐȞĲĮȢ ਫ਼ȝ઼Ȣ
੒ȝȠșȣȝĮįȩȞ ੖ĲĮȞ ĲȚȢ ĲȠȚȠ૨ĲȠȢ İਫ਼ȡİșૌ, 
țĮ੿ ıʌȠȣįȐȗİȚȞ Į੝ĲઁȞ țĮ੿ țĮĲĮȤȡોıșĮȚ
Į੝Ĳ૶. 
Cass. Dio. 36.27.5-6. 
I wish, people of Rome, that you had 
such a great abundance of strong and 
honest men that to determine the man 
strong enough to be set at the head of such 
weighty matters and so great a war were a 
difficult decision! But now, truly, since 
there is this one Gnaeus Pompeius who 
has surpassed in valour not only the glory 
of men now alive, but even the recollection 
of our history, what matter is there that 
could make anyone doubtful in this case? 
utinam, Quirites, virorum fortium atque 
innocentium copiam tantam haberetis ut 
haec vobis deliberatio difficilis esset 
quemnam potissimum tantis rebus ac tanto 
bello praeficiendum putaretis! nunc vero 
cum sit unus Cn. Pompeius qui non modo 
eorum hominum qui nunc sunt gloriam sed 
etiam antiquitatis memoriam virtute 
superarit, quae res est quae cuiusquam 
animum in hac causa dubium facere 
possit? 
 




argument to the sort of digestible one-liner we find LQ *DELQLXV¶ Vpeech.63 All that is 
ODFNLQJ LQ WKH H[FHUSW RI&LFHUR LQ FRPSDULVRQ WR WKDW RI'LR¶V*DELQLXV LV DZRUG RQ
felicitas or ĲȪȤȘ %XW 3RPSHLXV¶ felicitas is praised several times throughout the De 
Imperio, and elaborated in some detail.64 
 
7KHKLVWRULDQ¶VWHFKQLTXHLVVLPLODUODWHU6WUHVVLQJ3RPSHLXV¶H[FHSWLRQDOLW\HYHQIURPKLV
youth, both orations use anaphora and polyptoton to emphasise the point: 
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 Cic. Man. 51: et necessarium bellum esse et magnum et in uno Cn. Pompeio summa esse omnia; also 28: in 
summo imperatore quattuor has res inesse oportere, scientiam rei militaris, virtutem, auctoritatem, 
felicitatem. 
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 Cic. Man. 9, 28, 47, 48. 
He, whom you chose to command as a 
youth \RX ZLOO UHMHFW QRZ WKDW KH¶V D
grown man? He, to whom as an eques you 
entrusted those wars, you will not entrust 
WKLV FDPSDLJQQRZ WKDW KH¶V D VHQDWRU"Of 
him who alone you had need for the 
emergencies back then before putting him 
properly to the test, will you not now 
entrust this, an emergency no smaller than 
those ones, now that you have more than 
sufficiently tested him? And he, whom you 
engaged against Sertorius when not yet 





ȖİȖȠȞȩĲĮ ΥἀʌȠįȠțȚȝȐıİĲİțĮ੿ મ Υ?ʌʌİΥ? ΥἔĲΥ? 
ΥὄȞĲȚ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣȢ ΥἐțİȓȞȠȣȢ ΥἐȞİȤİȚȡȓıĮĲİ
ĲȠȪĲΥ? ȕȠȣȜΥ?Ȣ ȖİȖȠȞȩĲȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ıĲȡĮĲİȓĮȞ
ĲĮȪĲȘȞ ȠΥὐ ʌȚıĲİȪıİĲİ țĮ੿ Ƞ੤ țĮΥ? ʌȡΥ?Ȟ
ΥἀțȡȚȕΥ?Ȣ ʌİȚȡĮșΥ?ȞĮȚ ȝȩȞȠȣ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥὰ ĲȩĲİ
țĮĲİʌİȓȟĮȞĲĮ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȣ ΥἐįİȒșȘĲİ ĲȠȪĲΥ? ȞΥ?Ȟ
Υ?țĮȞȫĲĮĲĮĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ʌİʌİȚȡĮȝȑȞȠȚĲΥὰ ʌĮȡȩȞĲĮ
ȠΥὐįΥ?Ȟ ΥἧĲĲȠȞ ΥἐțİȓȞȦȞ ΥἀȞĮȖțĮΥ? ΥὄȞĲĮ ȠΥὐț
ΥἐʌȚĲȡȑȥİĲİțĮ੿ ੔ȞȠ੝į੻ ਙȡȤİȚȞ਩ĲȚʌȦțĮ੿ 
ĲȩĲİ įȣȞȐȝİȞȠȞ ΥἐʌΥ? ĲΥὸȞ ȈİȡĲȫȡȚȠȞ
ΥἐȤİȚȡȠĲȠȞȒıĮĲİ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠȞ Υ?ʌĮĲİȣțȩĲĮ  ΥἤįȘ
ΥἐʌΥ? ĲȠΥ?ȢțĮĲĮʌȠȞĲȚıĲΥὰȢȠΥὐțΥἐțʌȑȝȥİĲİ 
Cass. Dio. 28.2-3. 
Who set out from school and juvenile  
HGXFDWLRQ IRU KLV IDWKHU¶V DUP\ and the 
discipline of the camp in the midst of the 
greatest war and fiercest foes; who became 
the soldier of the greatest general when in 
the height of boyhood, then himself 
became the general of a great army upon 
attaining adolescence; who fought with the 
enemy more often than any other, waged 
more wars than others have even read 
about, subdued more provinces than others 
have dreamed of; whose  youth was trained 
WR PLOLWDU\ PDWWHUV QRW E\ DQRWKHU¶V
precepts, but by his own commands.   
qui e ludo atque e pueritiae disciplinis 
bello maximo atque acerrimis hostibus ad 
patris exercitum atque in militiae 
disciplinam profectus est, qui extrema 
pueritia miles in exercitu summi fuit 
imperatoris, ineunte adulescentia maximi 
ipse exercitus imperator, qui saepius cum 
hoste conflixit quam quisquam cum inimico 
concertavit, plura bella gessit quam ceteri 
legerunt, pluris provincias confecit quam 
alii concupiverunt, cuius adulescentia ad 
scientiam rei militaris non alienis 
praeceptis sed suis imperiis. 
 
 




Just as in the previous example Dio clearly compressed several Ciceronian arguments 
made in favour of Pompeius in 66 BCE and reproduced these with the same rhetorical 
strategy, so too do we find the same here. My inelegant translation of the Greek is intended 
to preserve the repetition and case-variation of the relative pronoun. It seems to me 
unusually coincidental that in both, the anaphora and polyptoton are generated in the 




Third and finally, Cicero appears to have appealed to Roman imperialistic self-interest in 
his advocacy of the lex Manilia in 66 BCE; an argument which finds its way also into the 
H[KRUWDWLRQRI'LR¶V*DELQLXV,QDVXPPDU\RI3RPSHLXV¶PDUWLDOSURZHVVERWKVSHHFKHV
DUJXHWKDWWKHJHQHUDO¶VLQWHUYHQWLRQVKDYHDQGZLOODJDLQSUHVHUYH5RPH¶VUHYHnues and 













Rhetorically, there may be less of interest in these passages from the viewpoint of source-
criticism. Both display a predilection for co-ordinating conjunctions (țĮΥ?, Ĳİ, ȝΥ?Ȟ, įΥ?: 9; et, 
atque, que, ac, aut: 7), and a case could be made here; but this is less striking than the 
Or do you think that this Pompeius, who in 
his boyhood was able to campaign and lead 
an army and increase your possessions 
and protect those of your allies and 
acquire those of your enemies, could not 
now, being in the prime of his life and of 
such an age as every man is at his best, and 
having gained such great experience from 
those wars, not now be most useful to you? 
ȠΥἴİıșİΥὅĲȚȆȠȝʌȒȚȠȢȠΥ?ĲȠȢΥἐȞȝΥ?Ȟ ȝİȚȡĮțȓΥ? 
țĮΥ? ıĲȡĮĲİȪİıșĮȚ țĮΥ? ıĲȡĮĲȘȖİΥ?Ȟ țĮΥ? Ĳ੹ 
ਫ਼ȝȑĲİȡĮ Į੡ȟİȚȞ țĮ੿ Ĳ੹ Ĳ૵Ȟ ıȣȝȝȐȤȦȞ
ıȫȗİȚȞ ĲȐ Ĳİ Ĳ૵Ȟ ਕȞșȚıĲĮȝȑȞȦȞ
ʌȡȠıțĲ઼ıșĮȚΥἐįȪȞĮĲȠȞΥ?ȞįΥ? ΥἀțȝȐȗȦȞțĮΥ? 




Cass. Dio. 36.28.1 
His arrival held in check even Mithridates, 
puffed-up with his unusual victory, and 
delayed Tigranes, threatening Asia with 
great forces. And who can doubt what he 
will do by his valour who has achieved so 
much by his authority? Or how easily with 
this command and his army he will 
preserve our allies and our revenues, who 
has defended them already merely by his 
name and the dread of it? 
huius adventus et Mithridatem insolita 
inflatum victoria continuit et Tigranen 
magnis copiis minitantem Asiae retardavit. 
et quisquam dubitabit quid virtute 
perfecturus sit qui tantum auctoritate 
perfecerit, aut quam facile imperio atque 
exercitu socios et vectigalia conservaturus 
sit qui ipso nomine ac rumore defenderit? 




identical rhetorical figures in the previous pairs. In the Greek the polysyndeton creates the 
UKHWRULFDO HIIHFW RI D VWUHVVHG HQXPHUDWLRQ RI 3RPSHLXV¶ PDQ\ VHUYLFHV DOWKRXJK WKLV
seems to me less pronounced in the Latin. But even without the shared polysyndeton it is 
VWULNLQJ WKDW'LR¶V*DELQLXV LV DJDLQPDGH WR SURYLGH WKH VDPH DUJXPHQWV in support of 
further extraordinary powers for Pompeius in the debate of 67 BCE as Cicero had 
historically offered around the same time, and with several clear overlaps in rhetorical 
strategy. It is even more striking that Dio covers all of this supporting Ciceronian material 
in such a short speech.  
 
For historical objections to the Gabinian law, however, the sources of evidence of 
historical oratory were less abundant. As I have already explained, Dio uses his Catulus as 
a catch-DOO RSSRQHQW WR 3RPSHLXV¶ H[WUDRUGLQDU\ FRPPDQGV UHSUHVHQWLQJ LQ KLP WKH
opposing argument to these developments in Roman foreign-policy voiced by Q. 
Hortensius Hortalus in 66 BCE and probably by Q. Lutatius Catulus himself in 67 BCE. But 
no speech of either survives from the Late Republic. They may, or may not, have published 
their dissuasiones of the two laws; but Cicero mentions no such texts in the Brutus and 
GLGQ¶WFRQVLGHU&DWXOXVin numero oratorum.65 
 
For the material, I suggest that Cassius Dio again looked within the De Imperio. Cicero 
preserves numerous fragments and testimonia RI &DWXOXV DQG +RUWHQVLXV¶ reasons for 
rejecting the Gabinian and Manilian laws. According to Cicero, they made five arguments: 
i) that great power ought not to be entrusted into the hands of one man alone; ii) that this 
ought to apply even if the recipient of those powers were the most worthy of all; iii) that 
such extraordinary commands would contravene the mores maiorum; iv) that over-reliance 
on Pompey had already led to a shortage of tried-and-tested commanders, and would 
continue to do so; and v) that it was inappropriate to bestow this honour upon a privatus 
rather than existing pro-PDJLVWUDWHV$OO ILYH DUH UHSURGXFHG LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V VSHHFKRI
Catulus against the lex Gabinia. 
 
Cassius Dio inserts the first objection cited above into the mouth of his orator immediately 
after the proemium, and then the second some way further along the development of the 
argumentation. The similarities, again overleaf, seem to me striking: 
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:H NQRZ IURP &LFHUR¶V eyewitness WHVWLPRQ\ WKDW +RUWHQVLXV REMHFWHG WR 3RPSHLXV¶
increasing military might in 66 BCE on the principle that it ought not to be placed into the 
charge of only one man (ad unum tamen omnia deferri non oportere). We can also be 
reasonably confident that he made the concession that if such a concentration of powers 
were appropriate, then Pompeius would be the most worthy of all to enjoy it (dignissimum 
esse Pompeium). Both the general principle and the concession cited in the contemporary 
Latin material find theLUZD\LQWRWKHPRXWKRI'LR¶V&DWXOXVHYHQLI3RPSHLXVZHUHWKH
finest of all (țΥἂȞ ĲΥὰ ȝȐȜȚıĲĮ ΥἄȡȚıĲȩȢ ĲȚȢ Υ?), the command would be ill-advised. It is 
entirely possible that the historian drew inspiration here from Velleius Paterculus¶ 
testimonium of Catulus. He also states the general principle contained in both Dio and 
Cicero. But only Cicero, among our ancient records of the debate, cites the concession as 
well as the general principle, which only Dio, too, reproduces in his oration of Catulus.  
 
There was then the third objection: the problem of ancestral custom. Cicero does not state 
explicitly that either of the two traditionalist statesmen involved in the debates of 67-66 
BCE objected on the grounds of the mores maiorum, and he does not quote. However, he 
And so first of all (and most importantly), I 
assert that we should never entrust so many 
commands to the charge of a single man, 
one after another. 
ΥἐȖΥ? ĲȠȓȞȣȞ ʌȡΥ?ĲȠȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ țĮΥ? ȝȐȜȚıĲȐ ĳȘȝȚ
įİΥ?Ȟ ȝȘįİȞ੿ ਦȞ੿ ਕȞįȡ੿ ĲȠıĮȪĲĮȢ țĮĲΥὰ ĲΥὸ 
ΥἑȟΥ?ȢΥἀȡȤΥὰȢΥἐʌȚĲȡȑʌİȚȞ 
)RU ZKR GRHVQ¶W NQRZ WKDW LW LV QHLWKHU
fitting nor of advantage to confer all our 
affairs upon one person and to make one 
man master of our possessions, even if he is 
the finest of all?  
ĲȓȢȖΥὰȡȠΥὐț ȠΥἶįİȞΥὅĲȚȠΥ?ĲΥ? ΥἄȜȜȦȢțĮȜΥ?ȢΥἔȤİȚ
ȠΥ?Ĳİ ıȣȝĳȑȡİȚ ਦȞȓ ĲȚȞȚ ĲΥὰ ʌȡȐȖȝĮĲĮ
ʌȡȠıĲȐııİıșĮȚ țĮΥ? ΥἕȞĮ ĲȚȞΥὰ ʌȐȞĲȦȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ
Υ?ʌĮȡȤȩȞĲȦȞΥἡȝΥ?ȞΥἀȖĮșΥ?ȞțȪȡȚȠȞȖȓȖȞİıșĮȚ
țਗȞĲ੹ ȝȐȜȚıĲĮਙȡȚıĲȩȢĲȚȢઝ; 
Cass. Dio. 36.31.3, 36.35.1 
What says Hortensius? That if all things 
should be entrusted to one man, Pompey 
would be the most worthy of all, but these 
should not be conferred upon a sole 
individual. 
quid ait Hortensius? si uni omnia tribuenda 
sint, dignissimum esse Pompeium, sed ad 
unum tamen omnia deferri non oportere. 
[Catulus said in the contio that Gnaeus 
Pompey was indeed a great man, but 
already too great for a free Republic, and 
that all  powers should not be placed in 
one man.] 
[in contione dixisset esse quidem 
praeclarum virum Cn. Pompeium, sed 
nimium iam liberae rei publicae, neque 
omnia in uno reponenda adiecissetque.] 




goes quite transparently on the defensive on this question, and within a section of the 
speech (59-63) specifically devoted WR&DWXOXV¶REMHFWLRQV to the lex Manilia: 
 
at enim ne quid novi fiat contra exempla atque instituta maiorum. non dicam 
hoc loco maiores nostros semper in pace consuetudini, in bello utilitati 
paruisse, semper ad novos casus temporum novorum consiliorum rationes 
DFFRPPRGDVVH«in ipso Cn. Pompeio in quo novi constitui nihil volt Q. 
Catulus quam multa sint nova summa Q. Catuli voluntate constituta 
recordamini.  
 
Let there be no innovation contrary to the examples and principles of our 
ancestors. I will not say here that our ancestors always obeyed custom in times 
of peace and expediency in times of war, and always accommodated plans of 
DFWLRQ WR WKH QRYHO FLUFXPVWDQFHV RI QHZ WLPHV«but in the case of this 
Gnaeus Pompeius, for whom Quintus Catulus objects to our introducing 
any innovation, remember how many new laws were constituted with the most 
willing consent of Quintus Catulus before!66   
 
It seems clear from Cicero, then, that Catulus rejected the possibility of further powers for 
Pompeius on the grounds that these would contravene established custom. The issue of the 
mores maiorum does not find its way into our other accounts of Valerius Maximus and 
9HOOHLXV3DWHUFXOXV'LRRQWKHRWKHUKDQGUHSURGXFHVLWLQKLVVSHHFKRI&DWXOXVµ+RZ¶
his orator DVNVµZLOO\RXQRWEULQJKDWUHGXSRQ\RXUVHOYHVIURP>WKHH[LVWLQJPDJLVWUDWHV@
and from all others selected to engage in public affairs, if you revoke our ancestral offices 
(ΥἂȞĲΥὰȢȝΥ?ȞʌĮĲȡȓȠȣȢΥἀȡȤΥὰȢțĮĲĮȜȪȘĲİ"¶67 This is an expansion of an earlier argument in 
&DWXOXV¶ RUDWLRQ LQZKLFK KH VWDWHV WKDW µLW LV QRW LQ WKH QDWXUH RIPDQ Qot only of the 
young but the old as well, to spend a long time in possession of power and still wish to 
DELGHE\DQFHVWUDOFXVWRPVĲȠΥ?ȢʌĮĲȡȓȠȚȢΥἔșİıȚȞ¶68 /HDFKDUJXHVWKDWWKHVHZHUHµVWDQGDUG
RSWLPDWHDUJXPHQWV¶LQYLHZRIWKHOLWHUDU\WUDGLWLRQRIZUiting Catulus as the ideal staunch 
Republican, it would not be difficult to imagine and then reproduce such arguments without 
reference to a source.69 7KHQXPEHURISDUDOOHOVEHWZHHQ'LR¶VVSHHFKHVRI*DELQLXVDQG
Catulus and the De Imperio, in addition to the overlaps in the rhetorical strategy, says 
otherwise. But if Cassius Dio did imagine and fabricate the objection WR 3RPSHLXV¶
įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ in the early 60s BCE on the grounds of the mores maiorum, it merely 
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demonstrates how aware he was of genuine contemporary optimate arguments for the 
preservation of the Republic. 
 
$IRXUWKDUJXPHQWLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶Vdissuasio which comes directly from Late Republican 
oratory is the concern that selecting Pompeius for yet another command had led to a 
scarcity of competent generals and would continue to. Catulus, Cicero records, had flirted 
ZLWK WKH SRVVLELOLW\ RI3RPSHLXV¶ GHDWK DQG VXJJHVWHG WKDW LQ VXFK D FDVH5RPHZRXOG
have no other tried-and-tested commanders to turn to: 
 
reliquum est ut de Q. Catuli auctoritate et sententia dicendum esse videatur. qui 
cum ex vobis quaereret, si in uno Cn. Pompeio omnia poneretis, si quid eo 
factum esset, in quo spem essetis habituri, cepit magnum suae virtutis fructum 
ac dignitatis, cum omnes una prope voce in eo ipso vos spem habituros esse 
dixistis. 
 
It seems all that is left is for me to talk about the authority and opinion of 
Quintus Catulus. When he asked you in whom you would place your hopes, 
in the event that you entrusted everything to Gnaeus Pompeius and 
something then happened to him, he reaped the great crop of his virtue and 
dignity when you all with one voice said that you would place your faith in him 
instead.70 
 
,WLVXQFOHDUIURP&LFHUR¶VSDraphrase whether this objection was voiced in 67 or 66 BCE,71 
but it emerges in all our sources on the lex Gabinia DQG SRVVLEO\ DOVR LQ 6DOOXVW¶V ORVW
histories.72 This argument that over-reliance on a single commander would leave Rome 
with a dearth of other options, again, is re-HODERUDWHGDOVR LQWR'LR¶VVSHHFK+LV&DWXOXV
SUHGLFWV WKDW VKRXOG 3RPSHLXV EH FKRVHQ DJDLQ µLW LV LQHYLWDEOH WKDW WKHUH ZLOO EH D
SURIRXQGODFNRIPHQWRWUDLQIRUDQGEHHQWUXVWHGZLWKWKHQHFHVVDU\PDWWHUVLQGHHGLW¶V
for this reason most of all that you lacked a general for the war against Sertorius, since 
SULRUWRWKDWWLPH\RXXVHGWRHPSOR\WKHVDPHPHQIRUORQJSHULRGV¶73 As I will show in 
Chapter 5, in this thought Cassius Dio articulates very much his own historical analysis of 
5RPH¶Vproblematic inability to distribute power effectively within the Republican empire. 
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But he also re-elaborates another REMHFWLRQWR3RPSHLXV¶SRZHULQWKHearly 60s BCE as we 
find it preserved in Cicero, and as such closely aligns his own speech of Catulus with the 
contemporary Latin evidence.  
 
Finally, from the evidence of the De Imperio 3RPSHLXV¶VWDWXVDVDprivatus may also have 
been grounds for opposing the Gabinian and Manilian laws. Again, it is in the section of his 
RUDWLRQVSHFLILFDOO\GHYRWHGWR&DWXOXV¶REMHFWLRQVWKDW&LFHURODERXUVWKLVSRLQWµ:KDW¶KH
DVNV µFDQEHPRUHRIDQ LQQRYDWLRQ WKDQD WHHQDJHprivatus raising an army in a time of 
emergency for the Republic? But PompeLXV GLG VR¶74 +H FRQWLQXHV µwhat could be so 
unusual, as for a Roman eques [Pompeius] to be sent to a most important and formidable 
ZDU"%XWKHZDVVHQW$QGLQGHHGZKHQDWWKDWWLPHVRPHRQHLQWKH6HQDWHVDLGWKDW³ZH
ought not to send a privatus with pURFRQVXODU SRZHU´ LW¶V VDLG WKDW /XFLXV 3KLOLSSXV
TXLSSHG ³LQ P\ YLHZ ZH¶UH QRW VHQGLQJ KLP ZLWK SURFRQVXODU SRZHU EXW DFWXDOO\ in 
defence RI WKH FRQVXOV´¶75 &LFHUR PHQWLRQV 3RPSHLXV¶ privatus status elsewhere:76  the 
point is laboured. It was an objection which had to be dealt with. Accordingly, Dio 
reproduces it in his oration of Catulus. Following on from his historically-accurate 
arguments about the preservation of the mores maiorum 'LR¶V &DWXOXV VWDWHV WKDW
*DELQLXV¶lex ZRXOGµRYHUthrow the ancient offices, entrusting nothing to those elected by 
law, but instead assigning some strange and to this point unheard-of command to a private 
individual (Υ?įȚȫĲΥ?¶77  
 
,GRQRWWKLQNZHFDQDJUHHWKDW'LR¶V&DWXOXVµZas talking as if he were in the Republic of 
Plato rather than the sink of Romulus¶78 As with Gabinius, all his main points replicate 
genuine arguments in the Latin political oratory of this context. I suggest that the historian 
found the material for both the opposing and supporting case on the lex Gabinia within the 
De Imperio, either stated explicitly (Gabinius qua &LFHURRU UHFRQVWUXFWHGIURP&LFHUR¶V
quotations and testimonia. We do not know of Greek translations of &LFHUR¶VVSHHFK. In any 
case, there are few grounds to suspect that the historian would have been unable to draw 
from the contemporary Latin version: I have set out the evidence which confirms that Dio 
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could read and speak Latin. It is most likely that in the course of his decade of reading and 
research, the historian will have consulted the De Imperio ZKHQ WKH LVVXH RI 3RPSHLXV¶
extraordinary commands arose. Given the ergonomical difficulty of ancient texts, he then 
excerpted quotations and arguments from this text into his Υ?ʌȠȝȞȒȝĮĲĮ IRU ODWHU UH-
HODERUDWLRQLQWRKLVRZQUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHGHEDWHVVXUURXQGLQJ3RPSHLXV¶SRZHUZKHQ
the time came for writing-up. )HFKQHU¶VVFHSWLFLVP± that it is questionable whether or not 
Dio really did use the De Imperio ± may be cautious, but is not necessary.79 
The Ciceronian Material: The Philippicae  
&DVVLXV'LR¶VXVHRIWKHPhilippicae to construct both the for- and against-case regarding 
M. Antonius in the Cicero-Calenus invectives is remarkably similar. As with my previous 
analysis, I leave aside a detailed discussion of the historical context of those speeches, 
which is not relevant here. +RZHYHUWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VUHODWLRQship with the Philippicae has 
been more thoroughly discussed than the relatively neglected De Imperio, and it is 
worthwhile to look cursorily at this first.  
 
'LR¶V GHEW WR WKHPhilippicae in the composition of his Cicero-Calenus debate has long 
been acknowledged. )LVFKHU¶V GHWDLOHG VWXG\ FRQFOXGHG WKDW'LR FHUWDLQO\ XVHGPDWHULDO
from all fourteen Philippicae, but that he ZDVVR IDLWKIXO WR WKHRULJLQDO µWKDW \RXZRXOG
think you were readinJ DQ DFWXDO VSHHFK RI&LFHUR WUDQVODWHG LQWR*UHHN¶80 This, I will 
VKRZLVDQH[DJJHUDWLRQEXWP\FRQFOXVLRQVZLOODEVROXWHO\VXSSRUW)LVFKHU¶VWKHVLVWKDW
there is no reason to suspect an intermediate source (and especially not a Greek one) 
between Cicero and Dio, which two later studies have insisted upon.81 It is testament to the 
GHWDLO RI )LVFKHU¶V investigation WKDW DOO PRGHUQ GLVFXVVLRQV RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V UH-
elaboration of the Philippicae now merely mention the fact that it happened, either directly 
from the Latin original or through a later Greek compilation or translation.82  
 
&DOHQXV¶ ULSRVWH WR&LFHUR¶V WUHDWPHQWRI$QWRQLXV in Book 46 is less studied. Although 
both Gabba and Millar recognise that Cicero in the Second Philippic gives fragments and 
testimonia RI $QWRQLXV¶ ZRUGV ZKLFK FRXOG KDYH SURYLGHG DQWL-Ciceronian material for 
'LR¶VVSHHFKRI&DOHQXV both set aside the possibility.83 Gabba concludes that the historian 
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GUHZLQVWHDGIURP$VLQLXV3ROOLR¶VORVWLQYHFWLYHV84 In fact, I will suggest here, there is no 
QHHGWRLPDJLQHDQ\VRXUFHIRU'LR¶V&LFHUR-Calenus polemics other than Cicero himself, 
and in Latin. As in his Gabinius-Catulus debate, the historian appears to have taken a Latin 
text of Late Republican oratory and then used it, not only to build one side of the debate, 
but to reconstruct the other in addition. He furthermore again replicates aspects of the 
rhetorical as well as argumentative strategy of Cicero.  
 
Beginning, then, with the invective of Book 45, the speech strikes me as a fusion of three 
Philippicae: the Second, Fifth, and Eighth. Gabba argued that it corresponds predominantly 
to the Fifth Philippic.85 The main body of the parallels between Cicero and Dio, moreover, 
have been discovered in the Second and Third. 86  Two aspects are missing in those 
analyses. Firstly, while the historian certainly does locate his speech in the context of the 
Fifth Philippic in the earliest days of January 43 BCE, it is addressed directly to Calenus 
(45.46.1: Υ? ȀĮȜΥ?Ȟİ, the addressee of the Eighth Philippic.  It therefore merges both the 
context of the Fifth and the setting of the Eighth. Moreover, Dio deliberately locates his 
VSHHFKRI&LFHURDVVHFRQGLQWKHµVHULHV¶This is indicated from the beginning. His orator 
RSHQVE\UHLWHUDWLQJWKHµUHFHQW¶ ʌȡΥ?ȘȞ) defence he has made in a previous speech both 
for his departure from Rome and for his long ΥἀʌȠįȘȝȓĮ IROORZLQJ&DHVDU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQ87 
This is a reference to the exculpatory content of sections 1-11 of the First Philippic. Dio 
therefore collapsed several Philippicae as has already been argued elsewhere, but did so 
not only in content, but in context, addressee, and sequence.  
 
7KH KLVWRULDQ FOHDUO\ WRRN OLEHUWLHV ZLWK &LFHUR¶V SROHPLFV DJDLQVW $QWRQLXV. It would 
hardly have been feasible to provide a version of all fourteen speeches; and his purpose 
was not to provide the reader with a précis in any case, but to demonstrate the way in 
which public speech and political life were corrupted by factional discord in the Late 
Republic. This SXUSRVH,VXJJHVWZDVPDGHPRUHDWWDLQDEOHE\'LR¶VUHSURGXFWLRQRIWKH
contemporary  Latin evidence of oratory.  
 
:KHQZHFRPSDUHWKHDUJXPHQWDWLRQRIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶V&LFHURZLth the historical Cicero, a 
striking pattern emerges which demonstrates how closely Dio followed the contemporary 
evidence in the course of his reading and note-taking. I suggest that the historian excerpted 
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details from the Second Philippic IRUORQJVWUHWFKHVµUXQV¶RFFDVLRQDOO\LQWHUUXSWLQJWKLV
where he IHOW WKH RULJLQDO &LFHURQLDQPDWHULDO XQHFFHVVDU\ WR LQFOXGH µEUHDNV¶. Where 
WKHVHµUXQV¶RFFXUWKHRUGHULQZKLFKWKHDUJXPHQWDWLRQGHYHORSVLVLGHQWLFDOLQERWK  At a 
ODWHUSRLQW'LRDGGLWLRQDOO\µORRSV¶EDFNWRDQHDUOLHUSRLQWLQWKHSecond Philippic before 
the argument resumes, again in parallel. 
 
RUN 1: Cicero declares that Antonius is an enemy of the state ʌȐȜĮȚĳȘȝΥ? 
ʌȠȜȑȝȚȠȞ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ΥἁʌȐȞĲȦȞ ΥἡȝΥ?Ȟ İΥἶȞĮȚ   esse hostem patriae); $QWRQLXV¶ EDQGLWU\
substantiates that point (ĲΥ?ȞȤȫȡĮȞʌȠȡșΥ?ȞțĮΥ? ȜȣȝĮȚȞȩȝİȞȠȢ beneficium 
latronum); &DHVDU¶V GRFXPHQWV DUH XQIDLWKIXOO\ HGLWHG  ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȝΥ? ȜĮȕȠΥ?ıȚ
įȑįȦțİ ʌĮȡĮʌȠȚȘıȐȝİȞȠȢ ĲΥὰ ĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢ Υ?ʌȠȝȞȒȝĮĲĮ    habes scientiam 
quaestuosam); $QWRQLXV¶ SURVWLWXWLRQ LQ Kis youth  ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀțȝΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐĳΥ? ΥἥȕȘȢ
ΥἀʌİțȒȡȣȟİ puer emptus libidinis); the paraliptical posture of sparing details of 
this for modesty ĮΥ?įȠΥ?ȝĮȚȞΥ? ĲΥὸȞΥWȡĮțȜȑĮΥἀțȡȚȕΥ?ȢțĮșΥ? ΥἕțĮıĲȠȞ sunt 
quaedam quae honeste non possum dicere);  
BREAK 1: Phil. 2.48-GHVFULSWLRQRI$QWRQLXV¶SROLWLFDOFDUHHU 
RUN 2: $QWRQLXV¶ romp in Italy with pimps and prostitutes  ʌȩȡȞȠȣȢ țĮΥ? 
ʌȩȡȞĮȢ sequebatur raeda cum lenonibus, comites nequissimi); his disgrace of the 
lictors, still crowned with laurel, by exposure to such company  ȝİĲΥὰ ĲΥ?Ȟ
Υ?ĮȕįȠȪȤȦȞ įĮĳȞȘĳȠȡȠȪȞĲȦȞ   lictores laureati antecedebant); vomiting in the 
tribunal while conducting public business in the assembly (ĲĮΥ?ȢΥἐțțȜȘıȓĮȚȢĲΥ?Ȟ
țȡĮȚʌȐȜȘȞΥἐʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ĲȠΥ? ȕȒȝĮĲȠȢȝİĲĮȟΥ? įȘȝȘȖȠȡΥ?ȞΥἐȟȒȝİȚ in coetu vero populi 
5RPDQLQHJRWLXPSXEOLFXPJHUHQV«YRPHQVIUXVWLVHVFXOHQWLVYLQXPUHGROHQWLEXVJUHPLXP
suum et totum tribunal implevit); VKRFN LQ ERWK WKDW $QWRQLXV¶ µGDUHG¶ SXUFKDVH
3RPSHLXV0DJQXV¶HVWDWH ĲΥ?ȞĲȠΥ? ȆȠȝʌȘȓȠȣȠΥὐıȓĮȞȝȩȞȠȢΥἀȞșȡȫʌȦȞΥἀȖȠȡȐıĮȚ
ΥἐĲȩȜȝȘıİȝȒĲİĲΥὸ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? ΥἀȟȓȦȝĮȝȒĲİĲΥ?ȞΥἐțİȓȞȠȣȝȞȒȝȘȞĮΥ?įİıșİȓȢ qui ad illud 
scelus sectionis auderet accedere, inventus est nemo praeter Antonium); public grief at 
the auction (45.28.3: ΥἐĳΥ? ȠΥἷȢ ʌȐȞĲİȢ ΥἔĲȚ țĮΥ? ĲȩĲİ ΥἐșȡȘȞȠΥ?ȝİȞ   GRORU«JHPLWXV
populi Romani); Antonius¶ LPPHGLDWH VTXDQGHULQJ RI 3RPSHLXV¶ property (45.28.4: 
ʌȐȞșΥ? ΥὅıĮʌİȡ ΥἐțĲȒıĮĲȠʌĮȝʌȜȘșΥ? ĲİȖİȞȩȝİȞĮțĮΥ? ΥἐțʌĮȞĲΥὸȢĲȡȩʌȠȣ ΥἀȡȖȣȡȠȜȠȖȘșȑȞĲĮ
țĮĲĮțİțȪȕİȣțİțĮΥ? țĮĲĮʌİʌȩȡȞİȣțİțĮΥ? țĮĲĮȕȑȕȡȦțİ illa tam multa quam paucis 
non dico mensibus sed diebus effuderit); Antonius as Charybdis țĮĲĮʌȑʌȦțİȞ





BREAK 2: Phil. 2.67-70UKHWRULFDOTXHVWLRQVRQ$QWRQLXV¶DFWLYLWLHVLQ3RPSHLXV¶VKRXVH 
[RUN 3?]: PDUDOLSWLFDO WUDQVLWLRQLQJIURPWKHQDUUDWLYHRI$QWRQLXV¶SHUVRQDO OLIH WR
deal with the Civil War  ĲĮΥ?ĲĮȝΥ?ȞȠΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȐıȦ ĲΥὰȢ įΥ? įΥ? Υ?ȕȡİȚȢ ΥἃȢ ĲΥὸ țȠȚȞΥὸȞ
Υ?ȕȡȚıİ țĮΥ? ĲΥὰȢ ıĳĮȖΥὰȢ ΥἃȢ țĮĲΥὰ ʌΥ?ıĮȞ ΥὁȝȠȓȦȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȩȜȚȞ İΥ?ȡȖȐıĮĲȠ ʌΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȞ ĲȚȢ
ıȚȦʌȒıİȚİȞ sed omitto ea peccata quae non sunt earum partium propria quibus tu 
rem publicam vexavisti; ad ipsas tuas partis redeo, id est ad civile bellum);  
BREAK 3: Phil. 2.70-$QWRQLXV¶0HGLWHUUDQHDQ peregrinations 
RUN 4: AQWRQLXV¶QDNHGKDUDQJXHRIWKHSHRSOHDWWKH/XSHUFDOLD ȖȣȝȞΥὸȢțĮΥ? 
ȝİȝȣȡȚıȝȑȞȠȢΥἔȢĲİĲΥ?ȞΥἀȖȠȡΥὰȞΥἐıΥ?ȜșİʌȡȩĳĮıȚȞĲΥὰ ȁȣțĮΥ?ĮʌȠȚȘıȐȝİȞȠȢțΥἀȞĲĮΥ?șĮʌȡΥὸȢ
ĲΥὸ ȕΥ?ȝĮ ȝİĲΥὰ ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?ĮȕįȠȪȤȦȞ ʌȡȠıΥ?Ȝșİ țĮΥ? ΥἐțİΥ? țȐĲȦșİȞ ΥἐįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıİȞ   O 
praeclaram illam eloquentiam tuam, cum es nudus contionatus!); the crowning of Caesar 
 țĮΥ? Ĳȩ Ĳİ įȚȐįȘȝĮ İΥὐșΥ?Ȣ ΥἐʌΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ țİĳĮȜΥ?Ȟ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ΥἐʌȚșİΥ?ȞĮȚ   .86: diadema 
ostendis); shock that Antonius should take it upon himself to establish a king without 
popular consent (45.32.1-2:  ΥἡȝİΥ?Ȣ Υ? ΥμȞĲȫȞȚİ ΥἡȝİΥ?Ȣ ıȠȚ ĲĮΥ?ĲΥ? ΥἐȞİĲİȚȜȐȝİșĮ« ΥἡȝİΥ?Ȣ
ȕĮıȚȜȑĮ ĲȚȞΥὰ ΥἀıʌȐıĮıșĮȓ ıİ ʌȡȠıİĲȐȟĮȝİȞ« ΥἡȝİΥ?Ȣ ĲȪȡĮȞȞȩȞ ĲȚȞĮ ΥἀʌȠįİΥ?ȟĮȓ ıȠȚ
ΥἐțİȜİȪıĮȝİȞ  a nobis, populoque Romano, mandatum id certe non habebas);  
LOOP 1: Concordances drop at Phil. 2.86 and return at 2.25-2.41, below:  
RUN 5: RHIXWDWLRQRIWKHDFFXVDWLRQWKDW&LFHURZDVUHVSRQVLEOHIRU&DHVDU¶VGHDWK
with acknowledgement that this is praise, not defamation İΥἶʌȑʌȠĲİ ΥὅĲȚ ΥἐȖΥ? 
ĲȠΥ?ȢıĳĮȖȑĮȢΥἐʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞʌĮȡİıțİȪĮıĮȠΥ?ĲȦȖΥὰȡΥἀȞȩȘĲȩȢΥἐıĲȚȞΥ?ıĲİȝȠȣțĮĲĮȥİȪįİıșĮȚ
ĲȠȜȝΥ?ȞĲȘȜȚțȠȪĲȠȣȢΥἐʌĮȓȞȠȣȢ &DHVDUHPPHRFRQVLOLRLQWHUIHFWXP«PHQRQVROXP
meis laudibus ornaret sed etiam oneraret alienis); UHVSRQVLELOLW\ IRU &DHVDU¶V GHDWK
shared by Antonius as any other  ĲȠΥ?ȢȝȑȞĲȠȚʌȡȐȖȝĮıȚȞĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢĳȘȝȚ ΥἐțİΥ?ȞȠȞ
Υ?ʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ΥἀʌȠȜȦȜȑȞĮȚ vide, quaeso, Antoni, quid tibi futurum sit, quem et Narbone 
hoc consilium cum C. Trebonio cepisse notissimum est); yet he was too cowardly to be 
directly involved in the plot ȠΥὐȤΥὅĲȚȠΥὐțΥἠșȑȜȘıİȞΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥὅĲȚțĮΥ? ĲȠΥ?ĲȠțĮĲȑįİȚıİ
=  2.35: virum res illa quaerebat); Antonius did not receive the patrimony from his 
father ȝȒĲİĲΥὸȞʌĮĲȑȡĮĲΥ?ȢȠΥὐıȓĮȢțȜȘȡȠȞȠȝȒıĮȢ cum ipse hereditatem 
patris non adisses); instead, he inherited from people he had never even met (45.47.5: 
ĲΥ?ȞȝΥ?ȞΥἐțİȓȞȠȣȤȡȘȝȐĲȦȞȠΥὐțΥἐțȜȘȡȠȞȩȝȘıİȞΥἄȜȜȦȞįΥ? įΥ? țĮΥ? ʌȐȞȣʌȠȜȜȠȪȢĲȠΥ?ȢȝΥ?Ȟ
ȝȒĲΥ? Υ?įΥ?ȞȝȒĲΥ? ΥἀțȠȪıĮȢ ʌȫʌȠĲİ   te, quem numquam viderat aut certe numquam 





The architecture of both orations is fundamentally the same from beginning to end, and 
progresses consecutively. The breaks, at which the historian appears to have stopped 
IROORZLQJ&LFHURFDQEHH[SODLQHGE\WKHVWUXFWXUHRI'LR¶VWH[WDVDZKROH7KHUHZDVQR
QHHG WR SURYLGH WKH VXPPDU\ RI $QWRQLXV¶ SROLWLFDO FDUHHU DUWLFXODWHG LQ Phil. 2.48-56 
(Break 1), as the particulars had been outlined earlier in the narrative. Dio apparently did 
not feel the need to incorporate the lengthy selection of rhetorical questions at Phil. 2.67-
70 (Break 2) into his own version; but it appears to be arguments that the historian 
required, and not rhetorical questions, which were easy enough for Dio to devise of his 
own accord. The absence of an HQXPHUDWLRQRI$QWRQLXV¶ WUDYHOVDEURDGDWPhil. 2.70-84 
(Break 3) is harder to explain: it is peculiar that the historian omitted this especially long 
and incriminating section of the argument, although this can perhaps be again justified by 
the record he SURYLGHV RI$QWRQLXV¶ WUDYHOV WKURXJKRXW KLV FDUHHU HDUOLHU LQ WKH GLHJHVLV
7KHUHDVRQVIRUWKHµORRS¶DJDLQDUHXQFOHDU,WPD\EHWKDWDIWHUH[FHUSting details from 
the Second Philippic in the course of his reading and research, Dio set the text aside, but 
returned to it later. All told, there are no fewer than twenty-one points at which the 
DUJXPHQWVRI'LR¶V&LFHURDQGWKHKLVWRULFDO&LFHURrun in tandem.  
 
The mirroring extends to the rhetorical as well as the argumentative strategy of the Second 
Philippic8QOLNH'LR¶VLPLWDWLRQRIWKHDe Imperio, there is less here from the viewpoint 
of rhetorical figures. It is possible that the abundance of detailed arguments left little room 
for recording also how those were expressed. However, just as in his speech of Gabinius 
the historian reproduced rhetorical figures in conjunction with the arguments they 
originally reinforced in the De Imperio, so too here did Cassius Dio retain the original 
wording of Cicero at the beginning of a transition from one argument to another. The 












































In his use both of the De Imperio and Second Philippic, Cassius Dio worked to bring his 
orations into line with the contemporary Latin material where composing a speech parallel 
to an historical occasion of oratory. That is, he seems not to have qualms about collapsing 
the content, context, and addressee of several Philippicae into one, if it was to demonstrate 
Late Republican oratory at its most aggressive; nor did he find displacing genuine 
į੽ ੅įȚȠȞ Į੝ĲȠ૨ ȕȓȠȞ ĲȐȢ Ĳİ ੁįȓĮȢ
ਕıİȜȖİȓĮȢ țĮΥ? ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮȢ ΥἑțΥ?Ȟ 
ʌĮȡĮȜİȓȥȦ ΥὅĲȚĮੁįȠ૨ȝĮȚ ȞΥ? ĲΥὸȞΥWȡĮțȜȑĮ
ΥἀțȡȚȕΥ?ȢțĮșΥ? ΥἕțĮıĲȠȞ 
But I shall pass over his private life and 
his lusts and his greed, since (by God!) I 
am ashamed to detail them point-by-point. 
Cass. Dio. 45.26.2 
ĲΥ?ȞĲȠΥ? ȆȠȝʌȘȓȠȣȠΥὐıȓĮȞȝȩȞȠȢΥἀȞșȡȫʌȦȞ
ΥἀȖȠȡȐıĮȚ ਥĲȩȜȝȘıİ ȝȒĲİ ĲΥὸ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? 
ΥἀȟȓȦȝĮ ȝȒĲİ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐțİȓȞȠȣ ȝȞȒȝȘȞ
ĮΥ?įİıșİȓȢΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥἐĳΥ? ȠΥἷȢʌȐȞĲİȢ ΥἔĲȚțĮΥ? ĲȩĲİ
ਥșȡȘȞȠ૨ȝİȞĲĮΥ?ĲĮȝİșΥ? ΥἡįȠȞΥ?ȢΥἁȡʌȐıĮȢ 
He alone among men dared to purchase the 
estate of Pompeius, having regard neither 
for his own dignity nor the memory of that 
JUHDWPDQ«$WWKHVLJKWRIKLPJUDVSLQJDW
these things with pleasure, we all groaned, 
and still do now. 
Cass. Dio. 45.28.3 
ĲĮ૨ĲĮ ȝ੻Ȟ Ƞ੣Ȟ ਥȐıȦ ĲΥὰȢ įΥ? įΥ? Υ?ȕȡİȚȢ ΥἃȢ
Ĳઁ țȠȚȞઁȞ Υ?ȕȡȚıİțĮΥ? ĲΥὰȢıĳĮȖΥὰȢ ΥἃȢțĮĲΥὰ 
ʌΥ?ıĮȞ ΥὁȝȠȓȦȢĲ੽Ȟ ʌȩȜȚȞ İੁȡȖȐıĮĲȠ ʌΥ?Ȣ
ΥἄȞĲȚȢıȚȦʌȒıİȚİȞ 
And so I shall leave that aside; for how 
could one remain silent about the outrages 
which you committed against the state, 
and the slaughter you inflicted upon all the 
city alike?  
Cass. Dio. 45.29.1 
sed iam stupra et flagitia omittamus: sunt 
quaedam quae honeste non possum dicere. 
WXDXWHPHROLEHULRU« 
But let us leave aside, now, your 
depravity; there are some things which 
cannot be with decency VDLG <RX¶UH DOO
WKHIUHHUIRUWKDW« 
 Cic. Phil. 2.47 
qui ad illud scelus sectionis auderet 
accedere, inventus est nemo praeter 
$QWRQLXP SUDHVHUWLP FXP WRW HVVHQW«TXL
alia omnia auderent...Dolor ± bona, 
inquam, Cn. Pompei Magni!...gemitus 
tamen populi Romani liber fuit. 
No one was found who would dare to 
commit that criminal purchase, except 
Antonius, even when there were so many 
there who would commit any crime!...The 
grief ± the goods, I say, of Pompeius 
Magnus!...But the Roman people groaned 
freely. 
Cic. Phil. 2.64 
sed omitto ea peccata quae non sunt earum 
partium propria quibus tu rem publicam 
vexavisti; ad ipsas tuas partis redeo, id est 
ad civile bellum 
But I pass over those offenses which have 
no connection with the part you took in 
harassing the republic; I return to that in 
which you bore so principal a share,²that 
is, the civil war. 





to a debate on that topic a year earlier a source of disquiet. Probably he would not have 
understood why some modern scholars do.88 The important aspect appears to have been to 
preserve, where possible, those arguments which Dio knew to have been put forth in the 
Late Republic in a comparable historical situation.  Even the rhetoric is not entirely his ± 
and this is no criticism. On a number of occasions, Dio imitated not only the historical 
argumentation but the rhetoric used to deliver it, grafting the expressions he found in the 
texts onto identical arguments in his own version. A mere list of concordances between 
Dio and Cicero will not suffice. Through a rhetorical analysis of the texts, it is clear that 
Dio found a compromise route between the time- or space-demands of writing his 
enormous history, and giving a credible representation of some Late Republican oratory 
that was still his own. 
 
I close this discussion of the Ciceronian material with the µDQWL-3KLOLSSLF¶response of Q. 
Fufius Calenus. Gabba held the view that the speech was compiled from anti-Ciceronian 
literature as such, either the lost polemics of Asinius Pollio or the pseudo-Sallustian 
Invectiva in Ciceronem.89 But as Syme has shown, there is little evidence to suggest that 
the Invectiva date to the Late Republic at all;90 they may come from the Imperial period, 
and this is the literature from which Millar believes Dio drew the body of his µDQWL-
3KLOLSSLF¶ PDWHULDO91 Gabba adduces ten concordances between the Invectiva DQG 'LR¶V
oration of Calenus, and is surely correct that these admit of little doubt that the historian 
did draw from a source. But tKH FDVH IRU $VLQLXV 3ROOLR¶V SROHPLFV EHLQJ ORVW LV QRW
strong; and although Gabba has outlined ten parallels between the pseudo-Sallustian 
Invectiva DQG 'LR¶V &DOHQXV these are lacking in detail, and ten are rather few for so 
famous an event. There is WKH SRVVLELOLW\ WKDW0$QWRQLXV¶ RZQSXEOLVKHG UHVSRQVHV WR
Cicero were still available LQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VWLPH. Plutarch appears to have read them, and 
one of his recorded attDFNVRQ&LFHUR¶VGLYRUFHDQGUHPDUULDJHDSSHDUVLQ'LR¶VVSHHFKRI
Calenus.92 This, however, will not help, DV$QWRQLXV¶ΥἀȞĲȚȖȡĮĳĮȓare lost, and we last hear 
of them a century before Dio.  
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In fact, and as Frisch has already suggested,93 WKHULFKHVWVRXUFHRIHYLGHQFHIRU$QWRQLXV¶
DUJXPHQWVDJDLQVW&LFHURZKLFKZHNQRZWRKDYHVWLOOEHHQH[WDQW LQ&DVVLXV'LR¶VWLPH
were the Philippicae WKHPVHOYHV 7KH KLVWRULDQ¶V PRWLYDWLRQ LQ SODFLQJ WKHVH LQWR WKH
mouth of Calenus rather than that of Antonius himself is a different question, but at the 
time of the debate in the early days of January 43 BCE, Antonius is away in Gaul and 
cannot possibly defend himself. 94  Knowing from the Eighth Philippic that Q. Fufius 
Calenus was a supporter of Antonius, Dio again appears to have chosen the most natural 
available character to present the opposite side of the debate, as with Q. Lutatius Catulus 
for the events of 67 BCE.  
 
The Second Philippic preserves fourteen of these accusations against Cicero. It seems to 
me that, just as Dio had the De Imperio to hand for the exhortation of Gabinius and then 
found in that text all the main arguments needed to reconstruct the opposing case of 
Catulus, so too could he GUDZERWKWKHµ3KLOLSSLF¶DQGWKHµDQWL-3KLOLSSLF¶IUom this text. In 
a series of quotations and testimonia, Cicero repeats those contentions which Antonius had 
levied against him in reply to his First Philippic of September 44 BCE: i) that he had 
violated their friendship;95 LL WKDWKHKDGEHHQXQJUDWHIXO IRU$QWRQLXV¶UHWLULQJIURPWKH
augurship contest in his favour;96 iii) that KHKDGWDNHQDGYDQWDJHRI$QWRQLXV¶beneficia;97 
iv) that he had sent him friendly letters and was now changing face;98 v) that he had 
demonstrated misconduct in his consulship;99 vi) that the Capitoline had been full of armed 
VODYHVRQ&LFHUR¶VZDWFK100 YLLWKDWKHKDGPLVWUHDWHG$QWRQLXV¶XQFOH/HQWXOXV101 viii) 
that Clodius was slain by his contrivance;102 ix) that he advised and rejoiced at the death of 
Milo;103 [WKDWWKHDOLHQDWLRQRI3RPSHLXVDQG&DHVDUZDV&LFHUR¶VIDXOWDQGE\H[WHQVLRQ
the Civil War too;104 [LWKDWKHKDGVSXUUHGLQGLYLGXDOVRQWR&DHVDU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQ105 xii) 
that he was an accomplice in the plot;106  xiii) that he was disliked and consequently 
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received few inheritances;107  xiv) and that Cicero returned from voluntary exile under 
cover of darkness and in un-Roman dress.108 
 
6WULNLQJO\RQO\WZRRIWKHVHUHFULPLQDWLRQVRI$QWRQLXVSUHVHUYHGLQ&LFHUR¶VWH[WGRnot 
ILQG WKHLU ZD\ LQWR 'LR¶V µDQWL-3KLOLSSLF¶ RI &DOHQXV 7KH VSHHFKPDNHV QRPHQWLRQ RI
accusations i) and iv), that Cicero had violated his friendship with Antonius and was 
displaying hypocrisy in changing face after a cordial exchange of letters. This may owe 
something to the choice of speaker in Dio in comparison with the personal nature of the 
accusations: Calenus may not have seemed the best-placed to comment on the friendship 
formerly enjoyed by the pair, or to have read their correspondence in the context. Twelve 
others, however, are reincorporated from the Second Philippic LQWR&DOHQXV¶LQYHFWLYH 
 
The points at which the two texts most closely overlap in their argumentation appear to be 
arranged into three clusters of concordance. First, the short section from 46.2.2-46.4.2 
reproduces eight of these testimonia; second, the yetbriefer 46.20 preserves three; and 
third, a couple of sentences in 46.22.3-5 replicate four, in rapid sequence.  
 
To turn to the first of these clusters, it is clear that Dio on eight occasions reproduces the 
crimina which Antonius marshalled against Cicero at some point in September or October 
44 BCE; but he does so with no particular regard to the order in which the Second Philippic 
SUHVHUYHG WKHP+HUH WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VPHWKRG LVQRWLFHDEO\GLIIHUHQW IURPKLV LQYHFWLYHRI
Cicero in Book 45, for which as I have shown he imitated the sequence of the original 
argumentation. As for the overlaps in the argumentation, there is, first, the accusation that 
Cicero was the cause of the emnity between Pompeius and Caesar and in consequence 
precipitated the civil war (46.2.2 = 2.23). 109   This LV IROORZHG E\ &LFHUR¶V VXSSRVHG
responsibility for the death of P. Clodius Pulcher through T. Annius Milo (46.2.3 = 
2.21); 110  and, similarly, the killing of Caesar through M. Junius Brutus, stated once 
explicitly and insinuated a second time (46.2.3 = 2.27; 46.3.3 = 2.27).111 Calenus then 
UDLVHV WKHFRQWURYHUVLDO WRSLFRI&LFHUR¶VFRQVXOVKLSZLWK UHIHUHQFH WR&DWLOLQH  
2.11),112 EHIRUHDFFXVLQJKLPRIFUXHOW\WRZDUG$QWRQLXV¶XQFOH/HQWXOXVduring that time 
                                                          
107
 Cic. Phil. 2.40.  
108
 Cic. Phil. 2.76.  
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(46.2.3 = 2.18).113 The final two points are a considerable jump forward in the material of 
the Second Philippic &DOHQXV LPSOLHV WKDW WKH RUDWRU¶V YROXQWDU\ H[LOH LQ$WKHns shows 
how foreign (ΥἀȜȜȩĲȡȚȠȞKHis to the Roman way of life (46.3.2 = 2.76),114 before raising 
&LFHUR¶VODFNRILQKHULWDQFHVKHUHRZLQJWRKLVSURYLQFLDOEDFNJURXQG 115 
Surprisingly, then,  Dio compresses HLJKW RI 0 $QWRQLXV¶ DFWXDO DFFXVations of 
September-October 44 BCE scattered across the Second Philippic into a very short section 
of his own speech of Calenus. 
 
In the second brief FOXVWHU'LR¶V&DOHQXVUHWXUQVWRWKH\HDUBCE to attack Cicero on the 
basis of his consulatus. Here again the earler argument that the orator ought to be punished 
for his consulship is repeated (46.20.1 = 2.11);116 but Calenus provides further detail. Dio 
here introduces $QWRQLXV¶DFFXVDWLRQWKDW the Capitol was filled with armed slaves during 
&LFHUR¶VWHUm (46.20.1 = 2.16),117 and brings forth the unjust imprisonment and execution 
of Lentulus a second time, on this occasion in much greater detail (46.20.3-5 = 2.18).118 
 
The third cluster reconstructed from testimonia RI$QWRQLXV¶FULWLFLVPVRIBCE focusses 
again on the assassination of Caesar and introduces the relationship between Cicero and 
$QWRQLXV'LR¶V&DOHQXVILUVWUHSHDWVWKHRUDWRU¶VDSSDUHQWLQYROYHPHQWLQWKHPXUGHUSORW
and his exhortations to others to do his dirty work for him by literally stabbing the dictator 
in the back (46.22.3 = 2.27).119  +HUH WKH KLVWRULDQ UHWXUQV WR EXW PRGLILHV $QWRQLXV¶
crimen that Brutus had held his dagger aloft to Cicero and called his name following the 
bloodshed in the Senate, thereby implicating him too.120 'LR¶VYHUVLRQ LV
slightly corrrupted: Calenus is made to detail nameless tyrannicides running into the Forum 
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brandishing their VZRUGV DQG FDOOLQJ µΥ? ȀȚțȑȡȦȞΥ?, without reference to Brutus in the 
Senate or recuperatam libertatem.121 The reasons for this corruption of the material escape 
me, particularly given the distinctiveness of the image. It may be that the historian did not 
UHFRUG%UXWXV¶ QDPH LQWR KLV Υ?ʌȩȝȞȘȝĮ, and in a misinterpretation of the original Latin 
believed that the tyrannicide invocation of Cicero happened in the Forum rather than the 
senate-house. And tRFORVHWKHUHDUHODVWO\WKHDFFXVDWLRQVRI&LFHUR¶VLQJUDWLWXGHWRZDUG
$QWRQLXV¶beneficia İΥὐİȡȖȑĲȘȞΥὄȞĲĮΥἐĳȩȞİȣıİ: both in the matter of the generously-ceded 
augurship (46.22.5 = 2.4),122 DQGZLWKUHJDUGWR$QWRQLXV¶UHIUDLQLQJIURPNLOOLQJ&LFHURDW
Brundisium (46.22.6 = 2.5).123  
 
Cassius Dio thus appears to have re-elaborated the actual argumentative strategy pursued 
by Antonius in September-October 44 BCE into KLVRZQµDQWL-3KLOLSSLF¶RI&DOHQXV7KH
SDUDOOHOVEHWZHHQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VPHWKRGKHUHDQGLQKLVVSHHFKRI&DWXOXVRQWKH*DELQLDQ
law seem to me evident. In two Latin speeches of Cicero, Dio found not only the case 
which was historically parallel to the one he was intending to make, but also the quoted or 
paraphrased objections of the other side, which he duly reconstructed.  In these debates on 
3RPSHLXV¶ SRZHU DQG WKH UHFWLWXGH RI$QWRQLXV, the historian built four speeches out of 
two. In all four cases, Cassius Dio presents the actual case that he found, among the 
contemporary Latin evidence of oratory, to have been historically made in a similar context 
to the one he depicts.  
 
7KHUHZHUHRIFRXUVHJDSVLQ WKHPDWHULDO7KHKLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHQWLRQZDVQRW to provide a 
précis or translation of any speech of Cicero, Catulus, Hortensius, or Antonius; whole 
VHFWLRQV RI WKH µDQWL-3KLOLSSLF¶ RI 'LR¶V &DOHQXV cannot be traced back to the Second 
Philippic. The oration, which covers twenty-eight chapters (46.1-28) only corresponds 
strongly with the original text of Cicero in clusters with often lengthy gaps inbetween, 
especially from cluster one (46.2.2-46.4.2) to cluster two (46.20). The historian fills these 
µEUHDNs¶ZLWKPDWHULDOGHPRQVWUDEO\QRWIURPthe Second Philippic. For example, one may 
consider the vulgar and graphic excursus criticising &LFHUR¶VXQH[DOWHGEDFNJURXQG4-
7). We should not be too quick to imagine that a novus homo would not have to face 
similar slanders in Late Republican oratory: sRPHRI$VLQLXV3ROOLR¶VFRPPHQWVRQ&LFHUR
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were so vulgar that even he decided not to circulate them further.124 Therefore, , there is no 
need to posit that this aspect of 'LR¶Vinvective necessarily emerged from Imperial Greek 
literature or was alien to the world of Late Republican oratory.125 Dio could have as easily 
drawn this material from other contemporary Latin sources,126 or, as I will come to in 
Chapter 4, from the memory of his rhetorical education. Nevertheless, it is clear that 
something other than the Philippicae contributed to this section. Similarly, the stretch of 
WKH µEUHDN¶ ZKLFK IROORZV WKLV VODQGHU (46.7-10) sets out a number of general and 
unsubstantiated FULWLFLVPVRIWKHRUDWRU¶VFKDUDFWHU± mediocrity, covetousness, hypocrisy, 
boastfulness ± which need not have derived from a source at all.  
 
Even during these breaks, however, we find defensive responses of 'LR¶VCalenus to the 
historical arguments made by Cicero himself in the Second Philippic scattered about. The 
KLVWRULDQVWLOOIRXQGURRPLQKLVVSHDNHU¶VFUXGHGLJUHVVLRQRQ&LFHUR¶VSURYLQFLDORULJLQV
WR UHJLVWHU&DOHQXV¶ VKRFN WKDW µ\RXGDUHG \RXZUHWFK WR slander Antonius for his early 
manhood, he ZKR HQMR\HG DWWHQGDQWV DQG WHDFKHUV ZKLFK EHILW KLV SHGLJUHH¶127 a clear 
UHIHUHQFHWR&LFHUR¶VDWWDFNRQ$QWRQLXV¶ER\KRRGUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK&XULR128 There are in 
DGGLWLRQLQWKLVEUHDNDUDWKHUZHDNGHIHQFHRI$QWRQLXV¶QXGLW\DWWKH/XSHUFDOLD129 and of 
his gift of two thousand acres of Leontine land to the rhetor Sextus Clodius:130  both 
directly respond to accusations in the Second Philippic. Whether the historian devised 
these ripostes himself from excerpts and quotations of the original in his Υ?ʌȩȝȞȘȝĮ, when 
the time came to writeup, or derived them from another source, is speculation. But they 
demonstrate further that in this less sophisticated section of the oration, comprised mainly 
of personal abuse rather than the genuine arguments of Antonius recorded in the Second 
Philippic, Dio incorporated the historical material even here.  
 
I am aware that to this point I have not investigated similarities in the rhetorical, and not 
RQO\ DUJXPHQWDWLYH VWUDWHJ\ SXUVXHGE\'LR¶V&DWXOXV DQG&DOHQXV 6uch an analysis, I 
KDYHVXJJHVWHGLQWKHFDVHRI*DELQLXV¶DQG&LFHUR¶VRrations, can be fruitful: in his speech 
RI*DELQLXV LQVXSSRUWRI3RPSHLXV WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VXVHRIanaphora, polyptoton, aporia, 
                                                          
124
 Sen. Suas. 6.17. 
125
 Pace Haupt (1884) 689-693 and Zielinski (1912) 280-288. 
126
 For which cf. the summary at Millar (1964) 54. 
127
 Cass. Dio. 46.5.1: ΥἐĲȩȜȝȘıĮȢ Υ? ȝȚĮȡȫĲĮĲİ ʌȡΥ?ĲȠȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ?Ȟ ĲȠΥ? ΥμȞĲȦȞȓȠȣ Υ?ȡĮȞ įȚĮȕĮȜİΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȠȣ țĮΥ? 
ʌĮȚįĮȖȦȖȠΥ?ȢțĮΥ? įȚįĮıțȐȜȠȚȢțĮĲΥὰ ĲΥ?ȞĲȠΥ? ȖȑȞȠȣȢΥἀȟȓĮȞțİȤȡȘȝȑȞȠȣ 
128
 Cic. Phil. 2.45: nemo umquam puer emptus libidinis causa tamfuit in domini potestate quam tu in Curionis. 
quotiens te pater eius domu sua eiecit, quotiens custodes posuit nelimen intrares? 
129
 Compare Cass. Dio. 46.5.3 and Cic. Phil. 2.86. 
130




and polysyndeton at precisely the same argumentative points as Cicero in the De Imperio 
cannot be a coincidence. Nor, indeed, the striking mirroring of the Ciceronian language in 
'LR¶Vµ3KLOLSSLF¶ For want of Greek translations of either, the extant material suggests that 
WKLV ZDV WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V own intellectual endeavour and that he deliberately chose to 
reproduce the historical evidence of oratory into his own speeches. However, I have found 
nothing to indicate that Dio replicated the rhetorical strategy pursued by Q. Lutatius 
Catulus and Q. Hortensius Hortalus in 67-66 BCE in his own speech of Catulus on the 
Gabinian law, nor that of M. Antonius in 44 BCE in his invective of Calenus.  
 
I speculate that the reason for this is simple. Cassius Dio could not DOLJQKLVRZQµYHUVLRQV¶
of these speeches with the rhetorical strategies of those orators because he did not have 
access to them. ,KDYHVXJJHVWHGWKDWWKHKLVWRULDQUHFRQVWUXFWHGWKHµRSSRVLQJ¶FDVHVSXW
forward on the depicted occasion of speech by reading and noting down the testimonia and 
quotations of Catulus, Hortensius, and Antonius that he found in Cicero, for later re-
elaboration. These are universally brief, and give an indication only of what was 
supposedly argued, not how it was argued. These fragments of oratory were not presented 
in propria voce, but were quoted, and possibly misrepresented,131 by Cicero for his own 
argumentative purposes. The historian had, on the one hand, two ample and rhetorically-
finished orations of Cicero in support of the lex Manilia of 66 BCE and in castigation of 
Antonius in 44 BCE: these provided both the argumentative and rhetorical basis for his 
speeches of Gabinius and Cicero. But on the other hand, for his Catulus and Calenus he 
KDG RQO\ WHVWLPRQLHV RI WKH DUJXPHQWV SXW IRUZDUG E\ µWKHLU¶ side of the debate. These 
arguments he preserved in his notes and then reincorporated into his dissuasio of the 
*DELQLDQ ODZ DQG µDQWL-3KLOLSSLF¶, with a surprising degree of accuracy. The rhetoric, 
however, was down to Dio.  
Conclusion 
&DVVLXV'LR¶VVSHHches are no more an absolute fabrication and nonsensical distortion of 
the nature of Late Republican oratory than they are a verbatim transcript of it. Both of 
these are extremes, and no scholar would approve either. The consensus, however, seems 
to me to have shifted too far toward the former of this pair, and our general impression of 
WKHPHDQLQJDQG UROHRI'LR¶Vorations of the Late Republic and Augustan era has been 
altered by this consensus. It is telling that there is far more bibliography on concordances 
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EHWZHHQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V VSHHFKHV DQG WKH ZULWLQJV RI 7KXF\GLGHV or Demosthenes than 
there is on the relationship between these compositions and the evidence, especially 
synchronous evidence, of Late Republican oratory.  
 
By returning to a source-FULWLTXHRI'LR¶VVSHHFKHV± a subject which has generated only a 
few items of discussion in the past century ± I have been ploughing traditionally well-
furrowed ground, at least in the case of the Philippicae. However, there is also room from 
the analysis of this chapter to posit three general principles with respect to these 
compositions which are, to my knowledge, new and hitherto unstudied.  
 
Firstly, it seems clear to me that Dio used contemporary Latin source-material in cases 
where the historical occasion could be expected to be recognisable to an educated 
audience. Where Cassius Dio had an occasion of oratory to represent which ran parallel to 
an actual historical occurrence, we can be confident that he had at least read, and had 
probably excerpted into his Υ?ʌȠȝȞȒȝĮĲĮ WKH historical particulars of the case, for re-
elaboration into a speech of his own later. In the next chapter I will come to the problem of 
the moral probity of rhetoric in Dio, and this discussion will touch upon the speech of 
Caesar at Vesontio in Book 38 and the false recusatio of Augustus in Book 53. Although 
the source-material is less rich than what I have discussed here, there is certainly a case to 
be made about the extent to which the historian modelled these orations on what he found 
LQIRUH[DPSOH&DHVDU¶VRZQVSHHFKWRKLVWURRSVDW9HVRQWLRLQWKHDe Bello Gallico, or 
aspects of Augustan self-presentation which the princeps brought to the fore in his Res 
Gestae. Having now established this principle, we can proceed into further notes about the 
FRPSRVLWLRQRI'LR¶VVSHHFKHVZLWKJUHDWHUFRQILGHQFH 
 
Secondly, it is not an anachronistic value-judgement to suggest that WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V
handling of the writing of speeches may be more sophisticated than has been traditionally 
thought. The mirroring of Ciceronian rhetorical strategies which Dio mapped onto the 
argumentative strategies they initially reinforced in the Latin texts required careful reading 
of the original rhetorical material; and it furthermore VSHDNV WR WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V OHYHO RI
rhetorical education and his literary art. Some scholars may believe that I have credited 
Cassius Dio with too much subtlety in suggesting that he reconstructed the arguments of 
his Catulus and Calenus from the opposing testimonia and quotations preserved in the De 
Imperio and Second Philippic. But the SUHVHUYHG REMHFWLRQV RI WKH µRWKHU VLGH¶ are not 




SHUIRUPHG WKH WDVNRI UHFRQVWUXFWLRQZKLFK , VXJJHVW WKHQKHPD\KDYHEHDWHQ0H\HU¶V
19th-century Oratorum Romanorum Fragmenta to the task by about sixteenhundred years.  
 
Third ± and most importantly ± the fact that the historian aligned his own representation of 
WKH GHEDWH RQ 3RPSHLXV¶ įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ in the early 60s BCE or the polemics of Cicero and 
Antonius with the contemporary record speaks to the relationship between speech and 
KLVWRULFDOH[SODQDWLRQLQ'LR¶VZRUN,QWKHVHFRQWH[WVWKHKLVWRULDQUHSURGXFHVWKHDFWXDO
for-and-against arguments, which (if we are to believe Morstein-Marx) we can reasonably 
trust that Cicero recorded in his published speeches with something approximate to 
accuracy. 132  These compositions in the Roman History do not belong in a sophistic 
thought-world divorced from what we, and Dio himself, read in the contemporary Latin 
record of the Late Republic. Rather, by setting out the genuine historical arguments in 
favour of RURSSRVLWLRQWR3RPSHLXV¶SRZHU, or for and against Antonius classification as a 
hostis, he locates the speeches implicitly in their proper historical context. There were, of 
course, RSSRUWXQLWLHVWRLPLWDWH'HPRVWKHQHVDQGDVVHUWRQH¶VʌĮȚįİȓĮ. But this was not the 
sole objective, or even a main one. In fact, Cassius Dio seems to have resented rather than 
participated in some of the shallower rhetorical foibles of his time. But that is for the next 
chapter.
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Chapter 3: Dio and the Second Sophistic 
Introduction 
The way we read a speech is necessarily influenced by the rhetorical culture in which it 
was composed. In the case of Cassius Dio, that culture has come to us from Philostratus 
under the name of the µSecond¶ Sophistic. 1  As numerous studies and the important 
testimony of Philostratus show, 2  this was an intellectual movement underpinned by 
display-rhetoric first and foremost, even where its purview extended to the education of the 
young, political affairs, or the writing of history. In education, the exercises of the 
progymnasmata developed the skills of composition and delivery as routes to acquiring 
and then reproducing canonical literary knowledge. This curriculum was the sophistic 
education par excellence,3 and equipped students with the tools to advertise their ʌĮȚįİȓĮ in 
their own writings.4 In political affairs, rhetoric became a means to secure representation. 
The poleis of the Greek east, which already began replacing genuine political rhetoric with 
declamation in the Hellenistic era,5 nevertheless required those declaimers for embassies, 
especially to the emperor.6  Such sophists often operated with sufficient distinction to 
become secretaries ab epistulis Graecis or consuls. And in history-writing, narratives even 
on military concerns FRXOG VHUYH DV DPHDQV RI µVRSKLVWLF¶ VHOI-presentation through the 
medium of rhetoric. The belletristic choice to use the defunct prestige-dialect of Attic took 
deliberate training and time,7 and the practice was sufficiently prevalent for the rhetorician 
Lucian to satirise it. 8  History-writing additionally provided fertile ground for showy 
Homeric quotations and Platonic allusions.9 Scholars cite VHYHUDO H[SRQHQWVRI µVRSKLVWLF
KLVWRULRJUDSK\¶ VXFK DV &DVVLXV 'LR¶V FRQWHPSRUDU\ Antipater who like him wrote a 
PRQRJUDSK RI 6HSWLPLXV 6HYHUXV¶ rise to power,10 or the also-contemporary Lucian and 
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Dexippus, DV H[DPSOHV RI WKH LQVLQXDWLRQ RI µHSLGHLFWLF DQG VRSKLVWLF WDVWHV¶ LQWR WKH
writing of history.11  
 
7KH VKHHU UDQJH RI µVRSKLVWLF¶ DFWLYLW\ above should give us pause. As Kemezis has 
UHFHQWO\ZULWWHQ WKHXPEUHOODRI µWKH VRSKLVWLF¶KDVEHFRPHVR broad that it is at risk of 
becoming meaningless. The LGHQWLILHUVQRZFDOOHGµVRSKLVWLF¶E\VFKRODUVcan be detected 
µLQDOPRVWDQ\DXWKRUPRQXPHQWRUFXOWXUDOSUDFWLFHRQHFDUHVWRORRNDW¶.12 There can be 
no doubt that a flourishing of display-oratory did occur in the first centuries CE and that 
this oratory did assert Hellenic identity by memorialising a glorious Greek past. It is also 
paradoxical, but probably true, that the removal of Greek geo-political power by the 
Roman state provided both the catalyst for such nostalgic memorialisation, and the 
conditions of security under which it could flourish.13 However, we should not be too 
quick to identify sophistic self-presentation in any Greek author from this period who 
asserts his own literary, intellectual, or political authority.  
 
Yet the view that Cassius Dio was a committed exponent and member of this Second 
Sophistic is widely held. This exerts a significant impact upon how we read his speeches. 
For Millar, the SHFRQG6RSKLVWLFµOD\FORVHEHKLQG'LRDQGKLVKLVWRU\¶14 Reardon writes 
RI &DVVLXV 'LR¶V DV µWKH VRSKLVWLF ZD\ RI ZULWLQJ Hverywhere there is drama, 
commonplace, descriptions (almost ecphrases), antitheses, and of course rhetorical 
displays.¶15 In his comparison of Cassius Dio and Appian, Alain Gowing sees the former as 
WKH IDUPRUH µVRSKLVWLF¶RI WKHSDLU16 Most recently, %UDQGRQ -RQHV¶ VXUYH\RI this topic 
ZULWHV RI'LR DV µa literary and socio-SROLWLFDOPHPEHU RI WKH 6HFRQG6RSKLVWLF¶, whose 
µself-promotion¶ LVKLV µPRVWREYLRXVVRSKLVWLF IHDWXUH¶. In him, µRQHFDQHDVLO\GLVFRYHU
the elite eastern background, imperial ambassadorship and egocentrism that seem to 
characterise the socio-SROLWLFDO VRSKLVW¶17 Taking this further, Ameling suggests that Dio 
was a sophist as such.18  
 
There are problems with some of these views. ,Q WKLV FKDSWHU , UHDVVHVV &DVVLXV 'LR¶V
relationship with the rhetorical culture of his time. In the first section, I suggest that Dio in 
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fact regarded the sophists of his own day with hostility: he criticised them for misleading 
others with a persuasive tongue, among other things. Here Dio endorses Classical concerns 
about the moral probity of rhetoric, amply represented in Plato. In the second longer part, I 
want to consider how 'LR¶VUHVSRQVHWRWKHsophistic influenced his depiction of rhetoric in 
WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLF $ FRQVLGHUDEOH QXPEHU RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶s orations of this period 
exemplify precisely the penchant for deception and self-presentation which Dio abhorred 
in the sophists. Being aware of the improbity of rhetoric in his own time, he appears to 
have selected the set-piece speech as the ideal medium to explore the problem of corrupted 
public debate in the late res publica.  
The Historian and the Sophists 
The basis upon which Cassius Dio founded his suspicion of the sophists of the second and 
third centuries CE can be divided into four aspects: i) the belief that sophistry was a sham 
form of imitation philosophy; ii) hatred of moral improbity, particularly in connection with 
magic and apostasy; iii) dislike of the artifice of sophistic self-presentation; and iv) anxiety 
about the sophistic tendency for pretence, lies, and deception. I suggest that Dio viewed 
these four negaive traits as hallmarks of the typical sophist of his day, often hearkening 
back to a Classical reception of the sophists. In view of this, we need to reconsider the 
unspoken consensus that educated Greek writers of this period willingly participated in the 
intellectual culture in which they lived. Moreover, LQ 'LR¶V FDVH we should question 
whether the historian would have found paideutic self-advertisement through sophistic 
display a necessarily attractive desire to fulfil through his speeches. It may be that ʌĮȚįİȓĮ 
was not in fact the whole point, or even a particularly important one, given the lengths Dio 
saw others go to in their transparent attempts to assert it and his polemics against such 
people.   
 
To turn to the first of these bases, then, the historian was clearly influenced by the texts of 
Plato and consequently conceived of sophistry along noticeably Platonic lines. From 
&ODVVLFDODQWLTXLW\WKHWHUPµVRSKLVW¶KDGEHHQV\QRQ\PRXVZLWKµIDOVHSKLORVRSKHU¶,19 and 
'LR¶VRZQFRPPHQWVVXJJHVWWKDWKHIXOO\HQGRUVHGWKHFULWLFLVP I will come momentarily 
to the evidence from Dio¶VWH[WZKLFKFRQILUPV that view, but a word on his relationship 
with Plato is important first.  
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As Gowing has already demonstrated, the elaborate consolatio philosophiae RI 'LR¶V
Cicero and Philiscus in Book 38 betrays numerous overlaps with Platonic language and 
ideas, especially with those in the Alcibiades, the Republic, and the Phaedrus.20 To this list 
of possible sources of inspiration Jones has also recently added the Phaedo ± a text whose 
contents the historian appears to have known in view of the fact that he calls it familiarly 
µ3ODWR¶VERRNRQ WKHVRXO¶ ĲΥὸ ĲȠΥ? ȆȜȐĲȦȞȠȢȕȚȕȜȓȠȞĲΥὸ ʌİȡΥ? ĲΥ?ȢȥȣȤΥ?Ȣ21 The historian 
furthermore adds, in his brief account of the portents and signs which led Septimius 
Severus to seize power, a striking image of the future princeps laying his hands upon all 
WKH ODQGV DQG VHDV µas one might on an instrument capable of playing all modes¶The 
image is too distinctive not to owe something to the Respublica.22 Even without these 
allusions, it is hardly possible to imagine that the historian had not read Plato. Lucian, a 
few decades before Dio, VDWLULVHGVRFLDOFOLPEHUVZKRµUHDFKLQORQJLng for the wisdom of 
Homer or the vim of DemostheneV RU WKH VXEOLPLW\ RI 3ODWR¶ LQ DQ DWWHPSW WR FXOWLYDWH
ʌĮȚįİȓĮ.23 The philosopher IXUWKHUPRUH DSSHDUV UHJXODUO\DWWHVWHGZLWKLQD µFDQRQ¶RI WKH
most-read authors of the period.24 Plato of course polemicised against the sophists on the 
grounds of their pretensions to philosophy: consider the lengthy debate between Socrates 
DQGµ*RUJLDV¶RQZKHWKHUWKHSXUSRVHRIUKHWRULFLVWRVSHDNXVHIXODQGLQVWUXFWLYHWUXWKVRU
simply to persuade regardless of veracity; 25  or the exchange between Socrates and 
3KDHGUXVLQZKLFK6RFUDWHV¶interlocutor argues, fruitlessly, that good speechwriting is all 
persuasion rather than knowledge.26 3ODWR¶Vattack on sophistry as a false form of artificial 
wisdom was a response to an uncomfortable synonymy. 
 
Dio accepted this view. +LVDFFRXQWRI0DUFXV$XUHOLXV¶HGXFDWLRQLVDFDVHLQSRLQW From 
his reading of this passage, Millar has suggested that the historian approved of sophists, 
but disliked philosophers.27 Aurelius had been trained in rhetoric under Herodes Atticus 
and M. Cornelius Fronto, and in philosophy under Apollonius of Nicomedia and Q. Junius 
Rusticus. Dio records that Aurelius took to the latter subject naturally, µDQGDVDUHVXOWRI
this (ΥἀĳΥ? ȠΥ? įΥ?), many people pretended to pursue philosophy (ĳȚȜȠıȠĳİΥ?Ȟ ΥἐʌȜȐĲĲȠȞĲȠ), 
KRSLQJWRHQULFKHGE\KLP¶ 28 7KHKLVWRULDQ¶VFULWLFLVPKHUHGRHVQRWVHHPWRPHDWDOORI 
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philosophers. IQGHHGKHZULWHV WKDW$XUHOLXV¶QDWXUHZDVYLUWXRXVµHYHQEHIRUH¶țĮΥ? ȖΥὰȡ
ʌȡΥ?Ȟ) he associated with these teachers: the implication is that his innate virtue was only 
increased through these VWXGLHV$XUHOLXV¶ HGXFDWLRQ LQ WKHZLVGRPRI=HQR LVPRUHRYHU
treated with favour. The disapproval expressed here is not toward philosophers, but only 
toward those who pretended to be.  
 
7KLV LV PHUHO\ SDUW RI D EURDGHU FRQFHUQ LQ 'LR¶V FRQWHPSRUDU\ KLVWRU\ $QWLRFKXV RI
Aegae is described by Philostratus as a sophist from a distinguished Cilician family:29 he 
was probably born in the mid second century and so was FRQWHPSRUDU\ ZLWK 'LR¶V
lifetime.30  ,Q KLV QDUUDWLYH RI &DUDFDOOD¶V FDPSDLJQ DJDLQVW 3DUWKLD LQ WKH -217 CE 
period, Dio initially writes approvingly of Antiochus: though surely an old man by this 
time, he would roll about in the VQRZ WR OLIW WKHPRUDOH RI &DUDFDOOD¶V IUHH]LQJ WURRSV
However, he faked it as a Cynic philosopher, too (ĳȚȜȠıȠĳİΥ?Ȟ țȣȞȘįΥὸȞ ĲΥὰ ʌȡΥ?ĲĮ
ΥἐʌȜȐĲĲİĲȠDQGJUHZULFKIURP6HSWLPLXV6HYHUXVDQG&DUDFDOOD¶VEHQeficence: as a result 
he grew haughty and defected to Parthia. 31  'LR¶V FRQFHUQ DJDLQ LV QRW WKDW µDOO
SKLORVRSKHUVZHUHIUDXGXOHQW¶32 but that there were sophists masquerading as philosophers 
who are reprehensible.  
 
The problem of false philosophy meets an even clearer expression in the µWRPRQDUFK\¶
speech of Maecenas. It has long been accepted that the historian here uses his speaker as a 
voice for his own views about third-century political life.33 This is surely right, but it was 
not the only consideration: Maecenas, I will show in Chapters 5 and 6, additionally serves 
DQH[SODQDWRU\SXUSRVHDV'LR¶VFRPPHQWRQ the problems of the Late Republic and the 
challenges to be faced by the Augustan Principate. His admonishment about the risk of 
IDOVHSKLORVRSKHUVKRZHYHUUHODWHVYHU\PXFKWR'LR¶VWLPH 
 
For men like this, who speak the occasonal truth but really speak falsehoods for 
the greater part, often encourage many people to make trouble. And indeed, not 
D IHZRI WKRVHZKRSUHWHQG WREHSKLORVRSKHUVGR WKHYHU\ VDPH WKLQJ ĲΥὸ įΥ? 
ĮΥὐĲΥὸ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠțĮΥ? ĲΥ?ȞĳȚȜȠıȠĳİΥ?ȞʌȡȠıʌȠȚȠȣȝȑȞȦȞȠΥὐț ΥὀȜȓȖȠȚ įȡΥ?ıȚ )RU WKLV
reason, then, I warn you be on your guard against these people. Do not believe, 
just because you have experienced Areius and Athenodorus and other good 
men, that all others who say they pursue philosophy ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĳȚȜȠıȠĳİΥ?Ȟ
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ȜȑȖȠȞĲĮȢ DUH OLNH WKHVH IRU VRPHZKRXVH WKLVSURIHVVLRQDVD VFUHHQ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ
ʌȡȠȕĮȜȜȩȝİȞȠȚ  ZUHDN PDQ\ WKRXVDQG LOOV XSRQ FRPPXQLWLHV DQG FLWL]HQV
alike.34 
 
Cassius Dio clearly disapproved of those who pretended to be philosophers. In the context 
of his time I am at a loss for whom such comments may be aimed at other than the 
sophists. Certainly the distinction between sophistry and philosophy remained blurred and 
controversial. A string of orators from 'LR¶V period attack the sophists in their work, 
professing instead to be philosophers or rhetors.35 3KLORVWUDWXV¶DPELJXLW\LQGHVFULELQJWKH
difference between philosophy and sophistry only compounds the synonymy.36 Several of 
these writers, moreover, warned their audiences vehemently to be on their guard and not to 
fall prey to false philosophers. 37  Such criticisms of sophists are somewhat ironic, 
particularly coming from a sophist such as Dio of Prusa.38 But they are indicative of a 
hostile attitude with a long pedigree, which went back to Plato and was still current in 
&DVVLXV'LR¶VWLPHThis, then, is paradoxical. IWLVSUHFLVHO\WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VIDPLOLDULW\ZLWK
the canonical texts of Plato which scholars have used as grounds to call him and other 
DXWKRUVµVRSKLVWLF¶39 In fact, by adopting a Platonic view of the sophists, Cassius Dio finds 
the grounds of false wisdom on which to criticise those of his own day.  
 
$ IXUWKHU VRXUFH RI GLVOLNH IURP 'LR¶V SHUVSHFWLYH ZDV WKH SRVVLEOH UHODWLRQVKLS RI WKH
sophists with magic and charlatanism. The charge seems absurd, but we hear of a number 
whose displays were so dazzling that their audiences accused them of witchcraft. 
Jacqueline de Romilly has already explored the equation between magic and brilliant 
rhetoric in the ancient world ± an equation which first appears, I think significantly, in the 
WLPH RI 3KLORVWUDWXV¶ µILUVW¶ VRSKLVW *RUJLDV 40  7KH VRSKLVW $SXOHLXV¶ IDVFLQDWLRQ ZLWK
magic is transparent throughout his Asinius Aureus. Hadrian RI7\UH¶VRUDWRU\ZDVbrilliant 
enough to make him a suspected ȖȩȘȢ.41 Further, 'LRQ\VLXVRI0LOHWXV¶ VNLOO DWmemoria 
was so exceptional that Philostratus had to insist that he GLGQRWXVHPDJLFWRWHDFKLWµIRU
what man who is recorded among the number of the wise would be so careless of his own 
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reputation as to practice magic (ΥὡȢȖȠȘĲİȪȦȞZLWKKLVSXSLOV"¶42 That Philostratus makes 
an excursus to develop the defence may indicate that others faced the same charge. 
Certainly the sophist Apollonius of Tyana did. In the additional biography that Philostratus 
devotes to Apollonius he is made to deliver a lengthy apologia against the charge of 
witchcraft.43 
 
2QH RI $SROORQLXV¶ UHWURVSHFWLYH DFFXVHUV LQ IDFW ZDV 'LR ,PPHGLDWHO\ EHIRUH KLV
critique of the sham-Cynic Antiochus of Aegae, KHGHWDLOV&DUDFDOOD¶VZLQWHU-quarters in 
Nicomedia,QKLVGHVFULSWLRQRI&DUDFDOOD¶VPDQ\PLVGHHGV'LRVLQJOHVRXWApollonius as 
a ȖȩȘȢțĮΥ? ȝȐȖȠȢ µIRU WKHHPSHURUVR ORYHGPDJLFLDQVDQG tricksters that he praised and 
honoured Apollonius of Cappadocia, who really had been both a magician and a trickster 
(țĮΥ? ȖȩȘȢ țĮΥ? ȝȐȖȠȢ ΥἀțȡȚȕΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȖȑȞİĲȠ DQG VHW XS D VKULQH WR KLP¶44  Scholars have 
VXJJHVWHGWKDW&DVVLXV'LRSUREDEO\UHDG3KLORVWUDWXV¶ work, as both were active at court 
in the same period.45 ,I VR WKHQ WKH IRUPXODWLRQ RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V VFRUQ here may have 
been a deliberate contradictory response WR3KLORVWUDWXV¶ defence RI$SROORQLXVµZLWFKFUDIW¶
in the VA: Dio asserts that the sophist µreally had been¶what he was called by others 
(ΥἀțȡȚȕΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȖȑȞİĲȠ). Similarly, tKH KLVWRULDQ DWWDFNV &DUDFDOOD¶V FRPSDQLRQ 6HPSURQLXV
Rufus on the grounds that he too had been a ȖȩȘȢțĮΥ? ȝȐȖȠȢ and was once banished from 
court by Septimius Severus.46 It strikes me as bizarrely coincidental that this occurs just 
EHIRUH'LR¶VDWWDFNs on the sophist Apollonius as a charlatan and then on Antiochus as a 
false philosopher. What we have here is a sustained attack, though exempla, on sophists as 
magician-tricksters and false philosophers over a short stretch of narrative (78[77].17-19). 
Although we hear nothing secure of Sempronius Rufus outside of the Roman History, the 
chronological and prosopographical clues and the Dionean appellation ȖȩȘȢ țĮΥ? ȝȐȖȠȢ 
indicate he may have been a sophist DWWHVWHGDOVRLQ3KLORVWUDWXV¶VS.47  
 
In fact ± and to return to the previous point ± there appears to be an overlap in the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VWKLQNLQJEHWZHHQȖȩȘȢțĮΥ? ȝȐȖȠȢ DQGµIDOVHSKLORVRSKHU¶. This connects the idea 
of witchcraft and religious irregularity more securely to the sophists. I have already set out 
the evidence which indicates that Cassius Dio conceived of sham-philosophy and sophistry 
as comparable along Platonic lines. In view of that Platonic conception, and the reputation 
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of certain sophists for magic and trickery, I think that we can triangulate false philosophy, 
sophistry, and charlatanism and witchcraft. SXFK DJDLQ LV WKH HIIHFW RI'LR¶V Maecenas, 
who places all three into the same thought: 
 
Allow no one to reject the gods or to be a magician (ΥἀșȑΥ? ĲȚȞΥ? ȝȒĲİ ȖȩȘĲȚ. 
Soothsaying is of course necessary, and you should always appoint some 
diviners and augurs that people who wish to consult with them can turn to. But 
there should be absolutely none ZKRSUDFWLFHPDJLFWULFNVȝĮȖİȣĲΥὰȢʌȐȞȣȠΥὐț
İΥἶȞĮȚ ʌȡȠıȒțİȚ )RUPHQ OLNH WKLV ZKR VSHDN WKH RFFDVRQDO WUXWK EXW UHDOO\
speak falsehoods for the greater part, often encourage many people to make 
trouble. And indeed, not a few of those who pretend to be philosophers do the 
YHU\VDPHWKLQJ«48 
 
Cassius Dio therefore seems to have endorsed particular hostile views about the sophists 
which, though by no means unique to him, are certainly LQFRQVLVWHQW ZLWK D µVRSKLVWLF¶
writer. He additionally appears to have disliked aspects of artificial self-presentation and 
outward display which are so often identified in the sophists. Even Philostratus, the 
biographer of the sophistic, conceded that sophistry and especially public declamation 
were µSURQH WR HJRFHQWULVP DQG DUURJDQFH¶49 Pretensions of Spartan simplicity were a 
common extreme,50  of which there are several examples. The sophist Apuleius adopted 
the guide of poverty ± modest garb, a wooden staff, few servants ± in order to enhance his 
self-fashioning as a Platonist.51 Aristocles of Pergamum did the same.52 Maximus of Tyre¶V
TXLSWKDWµDSXUVHDQGVWDIIGRQRWFRQVWLWXWHHPXODWLRQRI'LRJHQHV¶H[SOLFLWO\FRQGHPQHG
such sophistic masquerades of penury; the critique is indicative of a trend.53 And despite 
his own outward pretensions to philosophical poverty, even Apuleius was not above 
mocking such sophistic foibles when he saw them in others. The fact that the protagonist of 
his Asinius Aureus runs into an emaciated acquaintance sitting on the ground and dressed 
in the shreds of a cheap Greek pallium takes on a particular resonance when we bear in 
PLQG$SXOHLXV¶GHOLEHUDWHFKRLFHRIWKHacquaintance¶VQDPH µ6RFUDWHV¶54 
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'LR¶V account, again, of Caracalla¶V WLPH DW 1LFRPHGLD EHIRUH KLV FDPSDLJQ RQ 3DUWKLD
UHIOHFWV VRPH RI WKHVH FRQFHUQV 7KH KLVWRULDQ FRQWUDVWV -XOLD 'RPQD¶V JHQXLQH ORYH RI
philosophy and overall excellence ZLWKWKHHPSHURU¶VYDLQSUHWHQVLRQs of rustic simplicity: 
 
Surely I do not need to say, too, that Julia hosted public gatherings for all the 
men of the first rank, just as the emperor did? But while she preferred to engage 
in philosophy with these men all the more (Υἡ ȝΥ?ȞțĮΥ? ȝİĲΥὰ ĲȠȪĲȦȞΥἔĲȚȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ
ΥἐĳȚȜȠıȩĳİȚ, he kept on saying that he needed nothing more than the necessities 
of life, and he preened and plumed over his ability to live on the cheapest 
sustenance (Υὁ įΥ? ΥἔȜİȖİȝΥ?ȞȝȘįİȞΥὸȢ ΥἔȟȦĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞĮȖțĮȓȦȞʌȡȠıįİΥ?ıșĮȚțĮΥ? ΥἐʌΥ? 
ĲȠȪĲΥ? țĮΥ? ΥἐıİȝȞȪȞİĲȠ ΥὡȢ ΥὅĲȚİΥὐĲİȜİıĲȐĲΥ? ĲΥ? įȚĮȓĲΥ? ȤȡΥ?ıșĮȚįȣȞȐȝİȞȠȢBut 
really, there was nothing on earth, sea, or air that we did not have to keep 
giving him, both in gifts and state grants.55  
 
7KH GLVWLQFWLRQ EHWZHHQ -XOLD 'RPQD¶V JHQXLQH SKLORVRSKLFDO EHQW DQG WKH princeps¶
veneer of affected poverty is deliberately constructed. The historian admits of no doubt that 
these pretensions were an artifice$OWKRXJKWKHFRQWUDVWEHWZHHQµJHQXLQH¶SKLORVRSK\DQG
the false trappings of poverty was a dichotomy between philosophers and sophists already 
UHFRJQLVHG E\ 'LR¶V FRntemporaries WKH ORFDWLRQ RI WKLV FULWLTXH RI WKH HPSHURU¶V
behaviour seems to me WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQ attack on sophistic self-presentation, above all, 
when considered within the narrative context. It is significant that this critique occurs 
within the same stretch of narrative DV'LR¶VDWWDFNVRQ$QWLRFKXV$SROORQLXVDQG5XIXV
(78[77].17-19). Immediately after this passage the historian goes on to attack one of the 
most celebrated sophists of the Imperial period, recently memorialised in Philostratus Vita 
Apollonii, as a ȖȩȘȢțĮΥ? ȝȐȖȠȢ; he also lambasts Rufus on those same grounds and attacks 
the false philosophy of Antiochus. In that context, then, 78[77].17-19 is a critique of 
pseudo-intellectual life at Nicomedia in which three sophists and an emperor exemplify the 
affected self-presentation, religious aberration, and false veneer of wisdom that Dio 
detested in the sophists. Only the woman in the episode, Julia, is conspicuously excellent, 
DQGVRLOOXVWUDWHVWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VPHVVDJHE\FRQWUDVW 
 
$ UHODWHG DQG ILQDO LVVXH LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V odium toward the sophists of his time is his 
anxiety about the moral probity of rhetoric, particularly in connection with pretending and 
deception. This will be borne out in the following section (µA Sophistic Republic?¶). Dio 
does not hold back in presenting the sophists as arch-falsifiers both of themselves and their 
ZRUGV,QUHFDSLWXODWLRQZHPD\FRQVLGHUWKHDUJXPHQWRI'LR¶V0DHFHQDVWKDWµWKRVHZKR
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SUHWHQGWREHSKLORVRSKHUV¶ĲΥ?ȞĳȚȜȠıȠĳİΥ?ȞʌȡȠıʌȠȚȠȣȝȑȞȦȞ) are comparable to sorcerers 
DQG PRXQWHEDQNV ZKR XVH SKLORVRSK\ µDV D VFUHHQ¶ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ ʌȡȠȕĮȜȜȩȝİȞȠȚ) to mislead 
whole populations in their displays.56  Many, again, pretended to pursue philosophy to 
DWWUDFW 0DUFXV $XUHOLXV¶ IDYRXU (ĳȚȜȠıȠĳİΥ?Ȟ ΥἐʌȜȐĲĲȠȞĲȠ). 57  &DUDFDOOD¶V Dffectations to 
Platonist poverty are comparable to the pretensions of Apuleius and other sophists which 
Maximus of Tyre attacked; and Antiochus pretended himself (ĳȚȜȠıȠĳİΥ?Ȟ țȣȞȘįΥὸȞ ĲΥὰ 
ʌȡΥ?ĲĮ ΥἐʌȜȐĲĲİĲȠ) in order to secure favour with the emperor and the army.58 Maecenas 
IXUWKHUPRUH FDVWLJDWHV WKRVH ZKR µSXW RQ DQ DFW RI IHPLQLQH EHKDYLRXU¶ ȝĮȜĮțȓĮȞ
ʌȡȠıʌȠİΥ?ıșĮȚ).59 Accusations of affected effeminacy were frequently directed at sophists, 
such as 'LR¶VFRQWHPSRUDU\ Philiscus of Thessaly, whose high-pitched voice and artificial 
dress and deportment caused outrage. 60  As a µvirtuoso rhetor with a big public 
UHSXWDWLRQ¶61 the first task of the sophist was to speak. The amount of criticism that the 
historian reserves for these orators, particularly with regard to pretence and deception, 
suggests that he saw in their oratorical careers an innate capacity for misleading others. 
This, certainly, is the argument of his Maecenas.62 
 
Dio valued philosophy and philosophers. But the sophists of his day were to him a menace. 
This does not mean that the historian was alien to the values of ʌĮȚįİȓĮ or wished to be 
viewed as such. It was possible to hold those values without identifying with the sophists, 
and indeed as Dio shows, at the same time as disliking most. It may seem possible that the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VDWWDFNVXSRQ WKHVRSKLVWVIRU WKHLUDIIHFWDWLRQVRISRYHUW\ UHOLJLRXVDQGPRUDO
unorthodoxy, capacity for deceit, and pretensions to philosophy may seem an over-
vehement attempt at dissociation. He would not be the first sophist to reject the title and 
attack its holders: one thinks of Isocrates, Dio of Prusa, Aelius Aristides, Apuleius, 
Favorinus, and Maximus of Tyre.63 But those authors made those attempts at dissociation 
in a context of public speech in which the connotations of artifice and pretence (which 
were inherent in sophistry) would undermine their immediate political or philosophical 
objectives. In other words, these orators attacked the sophists in their political and 
philosophical speeches because they had to in order to be believed. We hear of none of this 
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LQ'LR¶VFDVHWe only know that the historian spoke once publicly, and that in a judicial 
capacity. Philostratus never mentions a forensic speech as a notable sophistic work;64 and 
he explicitly divides $QWLSKRQ¶s VSHHFKHVLQWRµWKHIRUHQVLFW\SH¶DQGµWKHVRSKLVWLFW\SH¶
(įȚțĮȞȚțȠΥ? ȝΥ?Ȟ«ıȠĳȚıĲȚțȠΥ? įΥ?).65  The idea that Dio may have declaimed some of his 
speeches such as the Agrippa-Maecenas debate is attractive, but unsupported by any 
evidence.66 Cassius Dio attacked the sophists simply because he disliked them and what 
they represented.  
$µ6RSKLVWLF¶5HSXEOLF" 
In this final section, then, I suggest that Cassius Dio projected his contemporary concerns 
about the rectitude of rhetoric onto his speeches of the late res publica. This does not 
undermine the explanatory purpose of these compositions or the degree to which they 
FRPPXQLFDWH'LR¶V KLVWRULFDO LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV )URP WKH H[SHULHQFH RI KLV RZQ WLPH'LR
had anxieties about the ambiguity of rhetoric and its capacity for misleading others; but 
this does not mean that the application of those anxieties to the Late Republic was 
anachronistic or fanciful. The problem of self-interested or unethical persuasion was 
perhaps applicable to any period; although it is easy to see why the first century BCE 
seemed a time in which that problem was historically important. There was, of course, the 
prestige of the Ciceronian material, as detailed in the previous chapter. Evidence of this 
oratory was forthcoming and provided inspiration. Moreover, like Polybius, Cassius Dio 
conceived of ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ as the hallmark of a įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ.67 It seems reasonable that he 
chose to explore public political oratory most fully in the final stages of its existence. In 
any case, and as Catherine Steel has argued, concerns about the probity of rhetoric were as 
alive and well LQWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFDVLQ'LR¶VWLPH68 In choosing to exemplify the moral 
ambiguity of public speech in his account of the Late Republic, Cassius Dio made a choice 
which was both appropriate to that historical context, and informed by his own third-
century opinion of the sophists.  
 
Of 'LR¶V sixteen speeches between the lex Gabinia and Augustan Settlement, just under a 
third (five) are deliberately constructed by the historian as examples of Republican oratory 
at its most deceitful. I return here to the orations of Pompeius (36.25-26) and Gabinius 
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(36.27-28), already seen in Chapter 2. I also discuss the two speeches of Caesar at 
Vesontio and in the Senate (38.35-46; 43.15-18) and the false recusatio imperii of 
Augustus (53.3-10). Cassius Dio, as I have outlined in the preceding sections, conceived of 
sophistic rhetoric as fundamentally dishonest. He frequently uses verbs of pretending in his 
veiled and overt criticisms of sophists. Those who pretended to pursue philosophy (ĲΥ?Ȟ
ĳȚȜȠıȠĳİΥ?Ȟ ʌȡȠıʌȠȚȠȣȝȑȞȦȞ) used it DV D µVFUHHQ¶ WR REVFXUH WKHLU LPPRUDOLW\ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ
ʌȡȠȕĮȜȜȩȝİȞȠȚ). 69  Many, again, pretended to pursue philosophy to attract the young 
Marcus Aurelius  ĳȚȜȠıȠĳİΥ?Ȟ ਥʌȜȐĲĲȠȞĲȠ),70 and Caracalla preened over his Platonist 
guise of poverty (ਥıİȝȞȪȞİĲȠ), like Apuleius and the other sophists whom Maximus of 
Tyre attacked. 71   Antiochus assumed similarly false trappings himself (ĳȚȜȠıȠĳİΥ?Ȟ
țȣȞȘįΥὸȞ ਥʌȜȐĲĲİĲȠ);72 DQG DW WKH RWKHU H[WUHPH 'LR¶V 0DHFHQDV FDVWLJDWHV WKRVH ZKR
µDIIHFWIHPLQLQHEHKDYLRXU¶ȝĮȜĮțȓĮȞʌȡȠıʌȠİ૙ıșĮȚ).73 Cassius Dio considered pretence 
and artifice a fundamental characteristic of sophistic speech ± and so, too, of political 
oratory in the Late Republic.  
 
The historian consciously alerts the reader to the deception and artifice of his Late 
Republican speakers in two ways. Firstly, in four of the five orations Dio provides a 
QDUUDWLYHµSUHIDFH¶ immediately prior to the speech. These prefaces inform the audience of 
'LR¶s interpretation of the RUDWRUV¶WUXHKLGGHQPRWLYHV, which are diametrically opposed to 
the content of the forthcoming speech itself. In this way the historian creates a simple but 
effective contrast between speech µGHFHSWLRQ¶ and narrative µWUXWK¶which serves his 
explanatory purpose: to demonstrate the corruption of public debate in the Late Republic. 
Secondly (and in this connection), Dio places sentiments and factoids within these five 
speeches which directly contradict the preceding historical diegetic material. He will, for 
H[DPSOHXQGHUWDNHDQµHPEHGGHGIRFDOLVDWLRQ¶RIDQHYHQWLQWKHpast,74 which sets out the 
selfish thinking ZKLFK XQGHUSLQQHG D G\QDVW¶V SDUWLFXODU FRXUVH RI PLOLWDU\ RU SROLWLFDO
action. But then later, when that dynast reflects upon that action in his speech, Dio will 
have his speaker deliberately misrepresent those activities and posit a patriotic motivation. 
7KDWWKHHPEHGGHGIRFDOLVDWLRQZLWKLQWKHµWUXH¶QDUUDWLYHRIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ
comes before WKHµIDOVH¶VSHHFKLV LPSRUWDQW'LR¶V LQWHQWLRQLV WKDW WKHUHDGHUUHPHPEHU
WKH QDUUDWLYH µWUXWK¶ DV D lens for viewing the pretence of the later speech. Too often, 
                                                          
69
 Cass. Dio. 52.36.3-4. 
70
 Cass. Dio. 72[71].53.2. 
71
 Cass. Dio. 78[77].18.3. 
72
 Cass. Dio. 78[77].19.1. 
73
 Cass. Dio. 52.26.4. 
74




speeches in historiography are studied as standalone set-pieces, without consideration of 
the narrative material which precedes them or of the order in which consonant or 
contradictory elements are presented in both speeches and narrative. Both parts ± speech 
and narrative ± seem to me to interact and will be read in this light here.  
 
Beginning, then, with Pompeius and Gabinius on the lex Gabinia. A word on the context, 
which is relevant here to WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHLUGHFHSWLYHUKHWRULF. Dio writes 
that Mediterranean piracy had grown to egregious proportions as a result of the drawn-out 
Third Mithridatic War sapping Roman military capital. A year EHIRUH*DELQLXV¶SURSRVHG
law, raiders sacked Ostia.75  To restore security to the politically-charged issue of the 
interrupted annonae, Gabinius proposed a controversial innovation: to grant an 
extraordinary proconsular jurisdiction over every province within 50 miles of the littoral to 
Pompeius for three years, with a large (but unspecified) number of legions, ships, and 
legati.76 Although Dio GRHVQRWJLYHFOXHVDV WR WKHQDWXUHRI3RPSHLXV¶ imperium under 
these proposals ± which may have been greater than or equal to that of other pro-
magistrates ± he nevertheless stresses the controversy of the measure.77 According to Dio, 
Senate and people were diametrically opposed. There was violence on both sides as the 
populus attempted to storm and burn down the curia. A number of senators, including the 
consul Piso, also tried to assassinate Gabinius before attempting in vain to persuade the 
tribunes to veto.78 
 
,WLVLQWKDWFRQWH[WWKDWWKHKLVWRULDQLQWHUSUHWV3RPSHLXV¶DQG*DELQLXV¶WUXHPRWLYHVZLWK
which the tenor of their speeches is entirely inconsistent. The latter, he writes, proposed the 
ODZµHLWKHUDW3RPSHLXV¶prompting ĲȠΥ? ȆȠȝʌȘȓȠȣțĮșȑȞĲȠȢĮΥὐĲȩȞor because he wanted 
to ingratiate himself to him; but surely not because of his concern for the common good, as 
KH ZDV DQ DZIXO PDQ¶ (țȐțȚıĲȠȢ ΥἀȞΥ?ȡ).79 Having now explored the possibility of prior 
collusion between the pair ± not inconceivable in this context, since contional speakers 
would often have time to prepare ± 'LR XQYHLOV 3RPSHLXV¶ WDFWLF dissimulatio. 80 
Historically, the recusatio imperii or disingenuous refusal of honours in order to obtain 
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them all the more easily was a favoured Pompeian trick;81 especially in the contio, where 
he could compensate for his rather average oratory by making direct appeals to the people 
and advertising his military achievements.82 7R'LR¶VFUHGLWDOORIthese historical details ± 
the dissimulatio, the popular appeal in the contio, the enumeration of military services ± 
are present in his recusatio of Pompeius. 83  In keeping, then, with this persona, Dio 
XQGHUOLQHV3RPSHLXV¶LQWHQWLRQVLQWKHVDPHPDQQHUDVRI*DELQLXV 
 
Pompeius was thoroughly eager for the command, and because of his own 
DPELWLRQĲΥ?ȢΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȢDQGWKHHQWKXVLDVPRIWKHWKURQJ,  he already 
did not regard the position so much as an honour as the failure to win it a 
disgrace. Further, because he saw the opposition of the optimates ĲΥ?Ȟ įΥ? 
ΥἀȞĲȓĲĮȟȚȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ įȣȞĮĲΥ?Ȟ ΥὁȡΥ?Ȟ KHZLVKHG WR VHHP IRUFHG WR DFFHSW LW įȠțİΥ?Ȟ
ΥἀȞĮȖțȐȗİıșĮȚ )RU KH Dlways affected ʌȡȠıʌȠȚȠȪȝİȞȠȢ not at all to desire 
what he really did desire; and he pretended (ΥἐʌȜȐĲĲİĲȠ more than ever now, 
because of the envy that would follow if he willingly sought the command, and 
the glory if he should be deemed the most worthy HYHQµDJDLQVWKLVZLOO¶84 
 
In that context, then, Dio deliberately presents the mendacity of both speakers as a 
necessary but ignoble scheme concocted in order to attain their political purpose in the face 
of senatorial opposition, and makes this obvious. He provides a narrative preface through 
which to read both subsequent speeches. This, I will show throughout this section, is a 
FRPPRQ WHFKQLTXH RI 'LR¶V HVSHFLDOO\ ZLWK GHFHSWLYH SROLWLFDO RUDWRU\ LQ WKH /DWH
Republic.  
 
What follows is a string of statements which the reader knows from these prefatory 
remarks to be false. Pompeius, first, insists that it is inappropriate that one person be 
continually invested with power, and that the Quirites must confer offices upon others as 
well. He furthermore deflects accusations of cupido dominandi from himself by putting the 
responsibility for his growing political might GRZQWRWKHµLQVDWLDELOLW\¶RI WKHSHRSOHIRU
his services (ΥἀʌȜȒıĲȦȢ85 These, obviously, are postures. Pompeius then briefly relays his 
military achievements (36.25.2-3) in Sicily and Africa against the forces of C. Marius. 
7KHVH DUH XVHG E\ 'LR¶V 3RPSHLXV DV GLVLQJHQXRXV SURRI WKDW KH KDV µHQGXUHG PDQ\
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KDUGVKLSV¶ΥἐĲĮȜĮȚʌȫȡȘıĮ) , many dangers (ΥἐțȚȞįȪȞİȣıĮDQGLV in short worn out in both 
ERG\DQGVRXOIURPDOLIHWLPH¶VGHYRWHGVHUYLFHWR WKHSHRSOHΥὅĲȚʌȠȜȜΥὰȢȝΥ?ȞĳȡȠȞĲȓįĮȢ
ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢįΥ? țȚȞįȪȞȠȣȢΥ?ʌȑȝİȚȞĮțĮĲĮĲȑĲȡȚȝȝĮȚȝΥ?ȞĲΥὸ ıΥ?ȝĮʌİʌȩȞȘȝĮȚįΥ? ĲΥ?ȞȖȞȫȝȘȞ  
 
Frustratingly, &DVVLXV'LR¶VDFFRXQWRI WKHVHFDPSDLJQV is lost, aside from one fragment 
GHWDLOLQJ3RPSHLXV¶HDUOLHVWYHQtures in Italy. This is the only narrative material we have to 
compare to this section of the recusatio RQ WKH VSHDNHU¶V HDUO\ PLOLWDU\ FDUHHU ,Q WKH
fragment, Dio records that although he had not yet attained manhood, Pompeius gathered a 
IRUFHRIKLVRZQDW3LFHQXPDQGµVHWXSKLVRZQSHUVRQDOSRZHUWKHUH¶įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮȞΥ?įȓĮȞ
ıȣȞȓıĲȘ) before joining Sulla, for whom he would then go on to fight in Sicily and 
Africa.86 7KH FKRLFH RI WKH WHUP įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ LQ 3RPSHLXV¶ ILUVW DSSHDUDQFH LQ WKHRoman 
History is significant. In the Late Republican context it universally denotes extra-legal and 
coercive personal power, usually acquired through military or factional means.87 It will 
FKDUDFWHULVH3RPSHLXV¶FDUHHUWKURXJKRXWWKHtext, not just here at his first appearance. It is 
no great stretch of the imagination to posit that Dio presented the early campaigns of his 
Pompeius in Sicily and Africa in the same fashion as they began and as the rest of his 
FDUHHULVSUHVHQWHGDVDTXHVWIRUįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ+DYLQJUHDGWKLVDFFRXQWWKHQ'LR¶VUHDGHU
ZRXOG SUREDEO\ EH VWUXFN E\ WKH SRODULW\ EHWZHHQ 3RPSHLXV¶ RZQ SDWULRWLF VSLQ RQ his 
earliest campaigns and the unflattering narrative truth of it a few books before.  
 
Pompeius then asserts in his list of his military achievements WKDW µ, DORQHZDV GHHPHG
worthy to undertake the campaign against Sertorius, when no one else was willing or able 
WRXQGHUWDNH LW¶ ȝȘįİȞΥὸȢ ΥἄȜȜȠȣȝȒĲΥ? ΥἐșİȜȒıĮȞĲȠȢȝȒĲİįȣȞȘșȑȞĲȠȢĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?ʌȠıĲΥ?ȞĮȚ).88 
TKLVLVFLWHGDVIXUWKHUµSURRI¶RIKLVH[KDXVWLRQIURPDOLIHWLPH¶VGHYRWed service to Rome. 
Again, this is a  SRVWXUH$VZLWK6LFLO\DQG$IULFD'LR¶VUHFRUGRI WKH6HUWRULDQ:DULQ
Hispania is lost, and so comparison between speech and narrative is impossible. We know 
from Plutarch, however, that  others certainly were willing and able to undertake the 
Sertorian War, and that Pompeius was hardly elected to the honour unwillingly as he is 
made to falsify in Dio. Plutarch records that Q. Caecilius Metellus Pius was already 
engaged against Sertorius in 76 BCE. But Pompeius, desiring a proconsulship of his own in 
Hispania, remained hard by Rome with an army and refused to disband it even when 
ordered to, offering ʌȡȠĳȐıİȚȢ not to relinquish it and remaining by the city under arms. In 
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WKHZDNHRI6XOOD¶VFRPSDUDWLYHO\UHFHQWPDUFKRQ5RPHWhe Senate read the threat and 
finally gave him the command he desired.89 The point, of course, is whether Dio provided 
this information to his readers, which the tenor of the recusatio contradicts. I see little 
reason to doubt that Cassius Dio had Plutarch¶V ELRJUDSK\RI WKH JHQHUDO: in addition to 
quoting his life of Pompeius,90 both Dio and Plutarch are our only texts to attribute a 
particular quotation of Sophocles to him at the moment of his death in Alexandria.91 I am 
aware that this reconstruction is speculative. But LI'LRGLGSUHVHQW3RPSHLXV¶PDQRHXYUHV
of 76 BCE to obtain his desired command in the Sertorian War as they are detailed in 
Plutarch, this would merely be consistent with his characterisation of Pompeius throughout 
the Roman History. It seems likely to me that the patriotic VSLQRI'LR¶V VSHDNHURQ WKH
circumstances that led him to enter into the Sertorian War was deliberately constructed by 
the historian as a transparent falsehood.  
 
$PRUHREYLRXVLQGLFDWRURI3RPSHLXV¶ deceit lies in the irony which the historian applies 
to his statements. In the closing section of his recusatio'LR¶VVSHDNHUDFFXVHVWKHQuirites 
RIµSUHWHQGLQJ¶ WRVKRZ concern for his safety µIRU LIDQ\RI\RXpersist in this demand, 
remember that all positions of power cause envy and hatred; and although you do not care 
about this fact ± DQGLW LVVKDPHIXOWKDW\RXSUHWHQGWRʌȡȠıʌȠȚİΥ?ıșĮȓ± nevertheless, it 
ZRXOG EH PRVW JULHYRXV WR PH¶92  7KH DFFXVDWLRQ RI SUHWHQFH IURP RQH ZKR µalways 
DIIHFWHG ʌȡȠıʌȠȚȠȪȝİȞȠȢQRWDW DOO WRGHVLUHZKDWKH UHDOO\GLGGHVLUH¶ LV DEVXUGDQG ,
think deliberately here. Dio has his Pompeius ironically project the moral failings of his 
own rhetorical style onto his audience in order to render more clear his explanation of the 
moral ambiguity of Late Republican political oratory.  
 
*DELQLXV¶ H[KRUWDWLRQ ZKLFK IROORZV RQ IURP WKH recusatio sustains the farce. I have 
DOUHDG\ RXWOLQHG WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V QDUUDWLYH SUHIDFH ZKLFK VWUHVVHG WKH WXUSLWXGH RI WKH
WULEXQH¶VFKDUDFWHUDQGKLVSULRUFROOXVLRQZLWK3RPSHLXV%XLOGLQJXSRQWKDWIRXQdation, 
the speech FRQWLQXHV'LR¶VGHPRQVWUDWLRQRIWKH especially deceptive character of rhetoric 
in the late res publica. It opens with another ironic twist: Gabinius observes that 
µ3RPSHLXV¶ behaviour in this matter is worthy of his character (ΥἄȟȚȠȞĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? ΥἠșΥ?Ȟ), in 
that he neither seeks the command ȝȒĲİ ΥἐĳȚȑȝİȞȠȢĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȡȤΥ?Ȣ  nor accepts it when it is 
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JLYHQ WRKLP¶93 3RPSHLXV¶ DFWLRQV'LRKDV DOUHDG\ LQIRUPHG WKH UHDGHU LQ WKHQDUUDWLYH
preface, certainly were worthy of his character: he was an habitual liar. From that preface 
ZHDGGLWLRQDOO\NQRZWKHWULEXQH¶VFODLP, that the general was not seeking the command 
ȝȒĲİΥἐĳȚȑȝİȞȠȢĲΥ?ȢΥἀȡȤΥ?Ȣ, to be a simple falsehood. 
 
As in the recusatio VR KHUH GRHV *DELQLXV¶ H[KRUWDWLRQ VSHOO RXW D QXPEHU RI SDtriotic 
falsehoods. A good man like Pompeius, for example, does not desire offices (ȠΥ?Ĳİ ȖΥὰȡ
ΥἄȜȜȦȢΥἀȖĮșȠΥ? ΥἀȞįȡȩȢΥἐıĲȚȞΥἄȡȤİȚȞΥἐʌȚșȣȝİΥ?ȞDQGWKHSHRSOHRXJKWWRFKRRVHµQRWZKDWLV
gratifying to himEXWZKDW LVRIEHQHILW WR WKHVWDWH¶94 :HDUHDOUHDG\DZDUHIURP'LR¶V
introductory remarks that Gabinius, WKHțȐțȚıĲȠȢ ΥἀȞΥ?ȡ, is in no position to lecture on the 
duties of the ΥἀȖĮșȩȢ ΥἀȞΥ?ȡ. Dio has also spelled out that the tribune, who now instructs the 
people not to attempt to gratify Pompeius țİȤĮȡȚıȝȑȞȠȞ, may himself have proposed the 
law precisely in order to gratify him (ȤĮȡȓıĮıșĮȓ ȠΥ? ΥἐșİȜȒıĮȢ).95 These verbal contrasts 
between speech and narrative are sophisticated, and seem to me to have been intentionally 
inserted to draw WKHVFDOHRI*DELQLXV¶GHFHSWLYHUKHWRULF LQWRWKHUHDGHU¶VIRFXV 
 
'LR¶s speaker closes by repeating 3RPSHLXV¶OLHDERXWWKHODFNRIYROXQWHHUVIRr command 
LQ WKH 6HUWRULDQ :DU $V , DUJXHG HDUOLHU LW VHHPV OLNHO\ WKDW DOWKRXJK WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V
account oI3RPSHLXV¶ promotion to the Hispania campaign is lost, it will have elaborated 
WKH\RXQJJHQHUDO¶Vlust for įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ in as unflattering a fashion as in Plutarch. Certainly 
WKHUHVWRI'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHRI3RPSHLXV¶FDUHHUGRHVµ5HPHPEHU¶his *DELQLXVVWDWHVµWKH
number and nature of the things we suffered in the Sertorian war because we lacked a 
general ıĲȡĮĲȘȖȠΥ? įİȩȝİȞȠȚ, and that we found no other man ȠΥὐįȑȞĮ ΥἕĲİȡȠȞ, either 
DPRQJ WKH \RXQJ RU ROG EXW WKLV RQH¶ 96  The overlap between the WULEXQH¶V
misrepresentation of the circumstances that led Pompeius to enter into the Sertorian War 
and that of the general himself in his recusatio (ȝȘįİȞΥὸȢ ΥἄȜȜȠȣ ȝȒĲΥ? ΥἐșİȜȒıĮȞĲȠȢ ȝȒĲİ
įȣȞȘșȑȞĲȠȢ) is clear. )XUWKHUPRUHOLNHKLVHDUOLHUFRXQWHUSDUW'LR¶V Gabinius dresses his 
words in a falsely patriotic and selfless language. This again is a deliberate play with 
YHUEDOFRQWUDVWVEHWZHHQVSHHFKDQGQDUUDWLYHRQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VSDUW. The speaker exhorts 
3RPSHLXVWRDVVXPHWKHSLUDWHFRPPDQGDQGWKXVVDYHWKHVWDWHDQGLWVFLWL]HQVµRQZKRVH
account the noble and patriotic man ȤȡȘıĲΥὸȢțĮΥ? ĳȚȜȩʌȠȜȚȢwould most readily give up 
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KLV ERG\ DQG VRXO¶97 Within the narrative preface prior to his oration the historian has 
DOUHDG\LQWHUSUHWHG*DELQLXV¶FKDUDFWHUDQGPRWLYDWLRQVIRUWKHUHDGHUDQGWKHVHZHUHWKH
RSSRVLWH RI ĳȚȜȩʌȠȜȚȢ WKH WULEXQH GLG QRW FDUH DERXW WKH FRPPRQ JRRG DQG KDG RQO\
VHOILVK LQWHUHVWVDWKHDUW ȠΥὐ ȖȐȡʌȠȣțĮΥ? Υ?ʌΥ? İΥὐȞȠȓĮȢĮΥὐĲΥὸ ĲΥ?Ȣ ĲȠΥ? țȠȚȞȠΥ? ΥἐʌȠȓȘıİ1RW
ĳȚȜȩʌȠȜȚȢEXWțȐțȚıĲȠȢ 
 
Despite the intervention of Q. Lutatius Catulus, which I discussed from a source-standpoint 
in the previous chapter, the lex Gabinia was ratified. As I will show in Chapter 5, the cadre 
of genuinely patriotic deliberative oratory, epitomised LQ &DWXOXV¶ intervention, fails to 
persuade LQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHODWHres publica, leaving the way open for dynasts such as 
Pompeius and Gabinius to mislead the people through corrupt rhetoric and seize further 
power.  
 
Strikingly, Cassius Dio is the only historian who formed that interpretation in this case. His 
is the only one of our several accounts of the lex Gabinia to present the moral corruption of 
3RPSHLXV¶DQG*DELQLXV¶RUDWRU\DVWKHFDXVHRIWKHLUVXFFHVVIXOJUDVSDWcontrol over the 
state. 3OXWDUFK PDNHV QR PHQWLRQ RI 3RPSHLXV¶ dissimulatio and says nothing of his 
collusion with the tribune; neither, furthermore, is given a speech.98 $SSLDQ¶V DFFRXQW LV
similarly brief, preserving only the details of the law and REOLWHUDWLQJ *DELQLXV¶ UROH
altogether.99 9HOOHLXV3DWHUFXOXV UHFRUGVRQO\ WKH FLUFXPVWDQFHVRI WKH FDVH DQG&DWXOXV¶
objections, but says nothing of PompeiuV¶ DQG *DELQLXV¶ GHFHSWLRQ VR WRR 9DOHULXV
Maximus.100  Only Cassius Dio chose to explore the problem of the moral probity of 
rhetoric in the late Republic in the events of 67 BCE. This, I argue, emerged as a result of 
his own third-century concerns about the ambiguous capacity of rhetoric for demagoguery 
and deception, which he most commonly expresses, in the context of his own time, in 
connection with the sophists. In this way, then, 'LR¶V UHODWLRQVKLS ZLWK the sophistic 
rhetoric of his day did not bring his two lex Gabinia speeches into a classicising thought-
world of flashy display rhetoric where ʌĮȚįİȓĮ ZDVSUL]HGDERYHDOO,QIDFW&DVVLXV'LR¶V
belief in the traditional Platonist equation between sophistry and deception and pretension 
enhanced, rather than detracted from, his ability to form his own historical interpretation of 
the political consequences of rhetorical artifice in the Late Republic. As Vervaet has 
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already shown, Pompeius was an arch-dissembler.101 We should not be too surprised if Dio 
was right about the extent to which dissimulatio was used before the people in the events 
of 67 BCE. 
 
Two of the Caesarian speeches in the Roman History serve as further examples of this 
DUJXPHQWRI'LR¶Von the historical ramifications of the ambiguity of speech. These are the 
battle exhortation of Caesar to his mutinying troops at Vesontio and, later, a reassuring 
speech to the patres in the Senate shortly after Pharsalus. As with the orations of Pompeius 
and Gabinius, the historian alerts his reader to the deceptive character of these speeches in 
two ways. Firstly, he again embeds a focalisation into the narrative immediately prior to 
the Vesontio exhortation, interpreting in the authorial voice &DHVDU¶VWUue character and his 
PRWLYHV LQ VSHDNLQJ WKH µnarrative SUHIDFH¶. The tenor of the speech will, however, 
entirely contradict this interpretation of that truth. Secondly, in both orations Dio has his 
speaker make statements which the reader knows from the preceding narrative to be 
entirely false.     
 
Before analysing the first of these it will again be worthwhile to give a brief word on the 
context and the source-material. We of course have an earlier version of the speech on the 
PXWLQ\DW9HVRQWLR LQ WKHIRUPRI&DHVDU¶VRZQmuch shorter version at BG 1.40. It has 
long been recognised that Dio probably used the De Bello Gallico for his narrative of 
&DHVDU¶s campaign in Gaul.102 There is good reason to believe that the historian was not 
solely reliant on the BG: probably he blended a number of different factoids from different 
texts, not relying upon any as a sole source.103 'LR¶VPHWKRGRIZRUN may have facilitated 
precisely this practice: I have already shown how he mined Cicero for details to record and 
then re-elaborate into his own speeches later. It would therefore not be peculiar for the 
historian, in his decade of reading, to consult more than one source of information for 
&DHVDU¶VFDPSDLJQVLQWKHVBCE and then excerpt details into his notes for later re-use. 
Despite the probability of numerous sources, however, it is hardly possible to escape the 
idea that the speech of Caesar in the BG provided inspiration for 'LR¶V own version.104 
Given his practice with the De Imperio and Philippicae, he may again here have recorded 
genuine arguments he found attested in the contemporary Latin rhetorical material. 
*UDQWHG'LR¶VH[KRUWDWLRQRI&DHVDUDW9HVRQWLRLVYDVWO\ORQJHU than its Latin model; and 
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as I will show in Chapter 7 the historian designed it primarily to show his interpretation of 
the problems of Late Republican imperialism and their historical consequences. But 
several of the supporting arguments made by Caesar in the BG do reappear in Cassius 
'LR¶s speech. 105  GLYHQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V PHWKRG RI UH-elaboration with the Ciceronian 
contemporary material, WKH SRVVLELOLW\ RI WKH VDPH KHUH UHQGHUV 'LR¶V YHUVLRQ DJDLQ QR
more a nonsense than it is a verbatim transcript.106  
 
As IRUWKHFRQWH[W'LRGHOLEHUDWHO\HVWDEOLVKHVLWLQVXFKDZD\DVWRH[DJJHUDWH&DHVDU¶s 
duplicity.107 According to the historian, in 58 BCE the two Gallic tribes of the Sequani and 
Aedui approached Caesar as friends and allies of Rome. They did so to invite him to attack 
the Germanic king Ariovistus, upon whom they wished to exact revenge over a dispute 
(ĲȚȝȦȡȒıĮıșĮȚ) 0RUH LPSRUWDQWO\ WKH\ GLG WKLV DV D µIDYRXU¶ WR &DHVDU İΥὐİȡȖİıȓĮȞ), 
because they saw that he had his own designs on Ariovistus (ĲȒȞ Ĳİ ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮȞ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? 
Υ?įȩȞĲİȢ). Indeed, E\ UHTXHVWLQJ &DHVDU¶V LQWHUYHQWLRQ, they happened to be asking for 
precisely what he himself wanted (ΥἐĲȪȖȤĮȞȠȞ ȖΥὰȡ įİȩȝİȞȠȚ ΥὧȞ Υ?ȡȑȖİĲȠ108 As with the 
speeches of Pompeius and Gabinius, then, Dio lays the ground by bringing forth the 
possibility of prior collusion between the two parties just before the deceptive speech. 
 
In the remaining small stretch of narrative before the oration the historian elaborates 
&DHVDU¶VPRWLYHVDQGDFWLRQVLQDVLPLODUPDQQHUWR3RPSHLXVDQG*DELQLXVCassius Dio 
is unequivocal. Just as Caesar deliberately provoked the Herminians into war to cement his 
own political power during his praetorship in Lusitania LQ'LR¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ,109 so too 




had enrolled him among the friends and allies of Rome. But when compared 
with the glory to be gained from war with him and the power it would bring 
ĲΥ?ȞΥἐțĲȠΥ? ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣįȩȟĮȞțĮΥ? ĲΥ?ȞΥἀʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?ȢΥ?ıȤΥ?Ȟ, Caesar cared not at all for 
these facts, except in so far as he wanted to get a pretext ʌȡȩĳĮıȚȞ«DQG
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because of this, he sent for him, pretending to want to speak about something 
(ΥὡȢțĮΥ? įȚĮȜİȤșΥ?ȞĮȓĲȚĮΥὐĲΥ? įİȩȝİȞȠȢ. But when Ariovistus did not obey, and 
UHSOLHGµLI&DHVDUZDQWVWRVSHDNWRPHOHWKLPFRPHWRPHKLPVHOI¶«&DHVDU
became angry on the ground that he had insulted all the Romans, and 
LPPHGLDWHO\GHPDQGHGDOOWKHDOOLHGKRVWDJHVIURPKLP«but he did this not in 
order to scare Ariovistus, but to enrage him, and thereby to gain a good and 
FUHGLEOHSUHWH[W IRUZDU țΥἀț ĲȠȪĲȠȣʌȡȩĳĮıȚȞ ĲȠΥ? ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣțĮΥ? ȝİȖȐȜȘȞțĮΥ? 
İΥὐʌȡİʌΥ? ȜȒȥİıșĮȚ ΥἤȜʌȚıİȞ«PHDQZKLOH WKH VROGLHUV KHDUG WKDW $ULRYLVWXV
ZDVSUHSDULQJYLJRURXVO\ IRUZDU«DQG WKH\ZHUH WHUULEO\DIUDLG«LQGHHG WKH
WDONRQHYHU\RQH¶VOLSVZDVWKDWWKH\ZHUHXQGHUWDNLQJDZDUZKLFKZDVQHLWKHU
their business nor had been decreed by the Senate, but was merely on account 
RI &DHVDU¶V SULYDWH DPELWLRQ ΥἐșȡȪȜȠȣȞ ΥὅĲȚ ʌȩȜİȝȠȞ ȠΥ?Ĳİ ʌȡȠıȒțȠȞĲĮ ȠΥ?Ĳİ
ΥἐȥȘĳȚıȝȑȞȠȞ įȚΥὰ ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?įȓĮȞ ĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢ ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȞ ΥἀȞĮȚȡȠΥ?ȞĲȠ«6R ZKHQ
Caesar learned this, he did not address the mass RI WKH VROGLHUV DW ODUJH«EXW
instead gathered together his captains, and said in their company words similar 
to these which follow here ĲȠȚȐįİΥἐȞĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢΥἔȜİȟİȞ110 
 
7KLVWKHQLVWKHIRFDOLVDWLRQWKDW'LRSURYLGHVKLVUHDGHUVLQDQRWKHUQDUUDWLYHµSUHIDFH¶LQ
order to ensure that they perceive the mendacious tenor of the speech to follow. To Dio the 
aggressive campaign against Ariovistus was simply an unjustified project orchestrated by 
the general to suit his private ambitions. Being aware of this fact, the legions mutinied. As 
with the lex Gabinia episode, Cassius Dio is our only source to bring the deceit and 
SUHWHQFHRIWKHG\QDVWWRWKHUHDGHU¶VDWWHQWLRQ. Plutarch states that Caesar warred against 
$ULRYLVWXVµDEVROXWHO\ in defence RIWKH*DXOV¶DQG that these Germans were an intolerable 
threat+HQRZKHUHPHQWLRQV&DHVDU¶VGXSOLFLW\ and presents him as the righteous party.111 
A fragment of our other source, Appian, actually states that Ariovistus was the aggressor, 
attacking &DHVDU¶VHPLVVDULHVZLWKRXt provocation.112 Only Dio, again, uses the historical 
moment to explore the problem of a corrupted rhetoric in the Late Republic. 
  
As with his Pompeius and Gabinius, Dio consciously weaves irony into the speech in order 
WRH[DJJHUDWHWKHVSHDNHU¶VK\SRFULVy and thereby demonstrate deceitful rhetoric at its most 
successful under the Late Republic. Encouraging his subordinates to restore discipline and 
push forward with the march, &DHVDULQVWUXFWVKLVVXERUGLQDWHVWRµORRNQRWLQWKLVLQVWDQFH
to what is agreeable and safe to you personally (ĲΥὸ ΥἴįȚȠȞΥἡįΥ? țĮΥ? ΥἀıĳĮȜΥ?Ȣ), but to what is 
JRRG DQG DGYDQWDJHRXV WR DOO WKH5RPDQV¶113 µĲΥὸ ΥἴįȚȠȞ¶ LV D WUDQVSDUHQW YHUEDO FOXHZH
know from the previous narrative that since Caesar was motivated by his own private 
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ambition (įȚΥὰ ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?įȓĮȞĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȞ), he is the last person to lecture against 
others pursuing their own private interest (ĲΥὸ ΥἴįȚȠȞ ΥἡįΥ? țĮΥ? ΥἀıĳĮȜΥ?Ȣ). There is, then, the 
outright lie that the Ariovistus campaign was a defensive engagement occasioned by the 
QHHG WR GHIHQG5RPH¶V DOOLHV WKH 6HTXDQL DQG$HGXL IURP D*HUPDQ DWWDFN µZH KDYH
come here not to laze about or to be carefree, but in order to manage properly the affairs of 
our subjects, keep secure the property of our allies (ĲΥὰ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȞıʌȩȞįȦȞ ΥἀıĳĮȜΥ?Ȣ
įȚĮıȫıȦȝİȞ), and ward off those who try to wrong them (ĲȠȪȢĲİ ΥἀįȚțİΥ?Ȟ ΥἐʌȚȤİȚȡȠΥ?ȞĲȐȢ
ıĳĮȢ ΥἀȝȣȞȫȝİșĮ¶114 The reader already knows that this is nonsense: the Sequani and 
Aedui invited Caesar to attack Ariovistus not in their defence but because they wanted 
revenge.115 Ariovistus was, furthermore, a friend and ally of the Roman people and had 
been made such by Caesar himself, as Dio states in his prefatory remarks to the speech: the 
FDPSDLJQ FDQ KDUGO\ EH D TXHVW WR SUHVHUYH5RPH¶V DOOLHV ĲΥὰ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȞıʌȩȞįȦȞ ΥἀıĳĮȜΥ?Ȣ
įȚĮıȫıȦȝİȞ). 
 
/LNH 3RPSHLXV 'LR¶V &DHVDU DGGLWLRQDOO\ GHIOHFWV WKH WDLQW RI SUHWHQFH E\ ironically 
accusing others of the same. Just as the habitual pretender Pompeius ʌȡȠıʌȠȚȠȪȝİȞȠȢ
accused the Quirites RIµSUHWHQGLQJ¶ʌȡȠıʌȠȚİΥ?ıșĮȓ) to be concerned for his well-being, so 
too does Caesar accuse Ariovistus of double-dealing and disloyalty: 
 
When he once wished to benefit us and chose to be well-treated by us in return, 
he rightly obtained his wish; just so too now, then, should he most rightly be 
considered an enemy when he pursues the opposite course (ΥἐʌİȚįΥ? ĲΥἀȞĮȞĲȓĮ
ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȐȞĲĮ ʌȠȚİΥ?). Do not be surprised that I am saying these things now, 
even though it was I who used to defend his interests in the Senate and 
assemblies. For I hold the same vLHZQRZDV,GLGEDFNWKHQ,¶PQRWFKDQJLQJ
front! (ȠΥὐ ȝİĲĮȕȐȜȜȠȝĮȚ And what view is that? To honour and reward good 
and trustworthy men, but to dishonour and punish evil and untrustworthy men. 
He is the one who is changing front (ΥἐțİΥ?ȞȠȢįȑΥἐıĲȚȞΥὁ ȝİĲĮȕĮȜȜȩȝİȞȠȢ.116  
 
)URP'LR¶VRZQLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVZKLFKOHGWRWKHPXWLQ\DW9HVRQWLRthe 
reader can easily recognise this as absurd. According to the historian Caesar had made 
Ariovistus a friend and ally of Rome himself during his consulship, but chose to disregard 
these facts given the opportunity to acquire power and glory by stabbing him in the back.117 
The historian has consciously and deliberately chosen to represent Caesar as the hypocrite 
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in the narrative, but then have his speaker project that fault onto another in the speech to 
follow. The speech underlines that deceit. In this way, Dio again uses verbal clues, such as 
the play on ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?įȓĮȞ ĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢ ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȞ DQG ĲΥὸ ΥἴįȚȠȞ ΥἡįΥ? țĮΥ? ΥἀıĳĮȜΥ?Ȣ RU ȠΥὐ 
ȝİĲĮȕȐȜȜȠȝĮȚ and ΥἐțİΥ?ȞȠȢįȑΥἐıĲȚȞΥὁ ȝİĲĮȕĮȜȜȩȝİȞȠȢ, to alert the reader to the scale of the 
/DWH5HSXEOLFDQG\QDVW¶Vdeception.  
 
7KH IRXUWKRI'LR¶V ILYHGHFHSWLYH VSHHFKHVRI WKH/DWH5HSXEOLF LV WKH VKRUWRUDWLRQRI
Caesar before the Senate in 46 BCE in the wake of Pharsalus (43.15-18), reassuring the 
senators that he will not become a tyrant. Firstly, the issue of the sources can be set aside. 
No surviving text other than the Roman History has Caesar reassure the Senate of his 
benevolence or reject accusations of adfectatio regni. It may be that the historian indeed 
invented both the content and occasion.118 This conclusion certainly seems preferable to 
using the speech as evidence for the dictator actually speaking in this context or even for 
what was actually said.119 But the fact that the historian invented the occasion for his own 
SXUSRVHVGRHVQRWPHDQ WKDWZHQHFHVVDULO\QHHG WR UHJDUG LWDV µD ILFWLRQDSURSDJDQGD
VSHHFK«SDFNHG ZLWK LPSHULDO VORJDQV¶, 120 or to think that the speech relates simply to 
'LR¶VRZQWLPHDQGKDV little to do with Caesar.121 It seems to me a further exploration of 
the historical problem of the moral ambiguity of public oratory in the Late Republic; and 
of how Caesar, like his predecessors Pompeius and Gabinius, capitalised on that ambiguity 
for his own political ends.  
 
Unlike the previous three speeches or the recusatio of Augustus which will close this 
GLVFXVVLRQ 'LR GRHV QRW SURYLGH D QDUUDWLYH µSUHIDFH¶ WR WKH VSHHFK RI Caesar in the 
Senate. That isKHVHWVXSQRH[SOLFLWLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHVSHDNHU¶VWUXHPRWLYHVWREHXVHG
as a lens for reading the speech to follow, which will obfuscate those motives. He does, 
however, outline the circumstances which lead his Caesar to speak in 46 BCE. According to 
Dio, he perceived that the Senate had grown afraid of his great power and suspicious of his 
haughtiness, and that they feared to suffer as before under the tyranny of Sulla. 122 
Immediately prior to this introduction, the historian additionally numbers the extraordinary 
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and monarchical honours which had been voted to Caesar.123 In the narrative immediately 
before the speech, then, the historian focuVHVRQWKHVSHDNHU¶VDEVROXWHSRZHU 
 
The proemium of the speech underlines that intentionµNone of you VKRXOGEHOLHYH¶'LR¶V
Caesar begins, µWKDW , VKDOO EULQJ IRUZDUG DQ\WKLQJ KDUVK LQ HLWKHU ZRUG RU GHHG MXVW
because I have conquered and am able to say whatever I wish with impunity and do 
XQRSSRVHG ZKDWHYHU , FKRRVH¶ 124  This opening ± VXUHO\ 'LR¶V RZQ DQalysis of the 
historical situation ± LV LQWHQGHG WR EH UHDVVXULQJ UDWKHU WKDQ LQWLPLGDWLQJ'LR¶V VSHDNHU
goes on to mollify the Senate by stating that, although Marius and Sulla initially secured 
the support of others by making benevolent proclamations only to later become tyrants, he 
will not do the same  (țĮΥ? ΥἐȝȑĲȚȢΥ?ʌȠȜȐȕΥ? ĲΥὸ ĮΥὐĲΥὸ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠʌȠȚȒıİȚȞ).125 Nor, indeed, should 
the senators believe that he had been operating under a disguise the whole time 
(ʌȡȠıʌȠȚȘĲΥ?Ȣ) only to reveal his true nature now, in the fullness of his power. Caesar 
additionally reassures the patres that he is by no means so aggrandised by his success that 
he would wish to wield kingly power (ȠΥ?ĲΥ? ĮΥ? Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȣ İΥὐʌȡĮȖȓĮȢ ΥἐȟΥ?ȖȝĮȚ țĮΥ? 
ĲİĲȪĳȦȝĮȚΥ?ıĲİțĮΥ? ĲȣȡĮȞȞΥ?ıĮȚΥ?ȝΥ?ȞΥἐʌȚșȣȝΥ?ıĮȚ).126 
 
BXW 'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH RI WKH GLFWDWRU¶V FDUHHU JLYHV WKH OLH WR WKHVH VWDWHPHQWV He is 
consistent both in stating that Caesar had always aimed at sole power and in presenting 
him as a deceitful pretender adept at precisely the disguises he rejects (ʌȡȠıʌȠȚȘĲΥ?Ȣ). Dio 
records in the previous book, for example, that upon seeing the severed head of Pompeius, 
Caesar had wept and lamented; but people mocked him later for this transparent disguise of 
grief (ΥἐʌΥ? įΥ? įΥ? ĲΥ? ʌȡȠıʌȠȚȒıİȚȖȑȜȦĲĮ Υ?ĳȜȓıțĮȞİ). Dio writes here that he had always 
aimed at įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ from the very beginning, and hated Pompeius bitterly as his 
competitor: his mourning was simply a sham, a ʌȡȠıʌȠȓȘıȚȢ127 Indeed, Caesar came to 
Egypt for the sole purpose of destroying Pompeius; finding the job done KH µIDNHG DQG
PDGH D VKRZ RI YH[DWLRQ DW KLV PXUGHU¶ ΥἐʌȜȐĲĲİĲȠ țĮΥ? ΥἀȖĮȞĮțĲİΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ? ΥὀȜȑșȡΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? 
ΥἐıțȒʌĲİĲȠ128  Prior to this, in Book 41, the historian records that both Caesar and 
Pompeius stated publicly that they DORQHZHUHILJKWLQJIRU5RPH¶VLQterests: but in fact, all 
either desired was the advancement of his own. 129  This selfish duplicity is equally 
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perceptible to the reader in the narrative of &DHVDU¶V consulship. The historian writes that 
from the very start, he arranged most of the business of state independently and 
imperiously, as if he were already a monarch (ΥὡȢ țĮΥ? ȝȩȞȠȢ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȡȤȦȞ). But as for 
SURSRVDOVZKLFKZHUH WR KLV RZQ EHQHILW µhe arranged them through others, because he 
was extremely careful not to offer anything to himself; and through this tactic he all the 
PRUHHDVLO\DFFRPSOLVKHGHYHU\WKLQJWKDWKHGHVLUHG¶130   
 
Hiding his longing for absolute power behind a screen of pretence and obfuscation is, 
WKHUHIRUH D GHILQLQJ FKDUDFWHULVWLF RI &DHVDU¶V FDUHHU LQ 'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH. By having his 
Caesar assert that he had neither assumed disguises nor sought autocratic power, Cassius 
Dio brings to the fore preciseO\WKRVHDVSHFWVRIWKHVSHDNHU¶s duplicitous character which 
the speech is staged to reject. ,Q WKLV ZD\ WKH µOLH¶ RI WKH VSHHFK DQG WKH µWUXWK¶ RI WKH
preceding narrative again move in opposing directions to demonstrate the corruption of 
public speech in the Late Republic. Presumably the historian did not expect the reader of 
his oration of Caesar in Book 43 to remember all of the prior narrative details. But it hardly 
VHHPV SRVVLEOH WR LPDJLQH WKDW KH H[SHFWHG WKHP WR IRUJHW KLV SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI &DHVDU¶V
career and character, either ± and especially not the Ariovistus episode, which Dio 
elaborated WRFULWLTXH&DHVDU¶VK\SRFULV\   
 
The historian also coded a quite explicit criticism of the sophists into his speech of Caesar. 
To this point I have been reading these speeches of Dio as an implicit attack upon the 
sophists. I have argued that from his own experience of the sophists and from his readings 
in classical literature, Dio became intently concerned about the power of rhetoric. By 
retrojecting this concern onto the Late Republic, the historian found a way of exploring 
that problem which was also appropriate to the historical context. 7KHµGHFHSWLYH¶VSHHFKHV
of this period are therefore an implicit criticism both of persuasive but improper rhetorical 
art as such, and of the Late Republican dynasts who resorted to its abuse. At one point, 
however, Dio seems to me much more explicit on this point. Following a long sequence of 
philosophical ruminations on the ethics of power (the fortunate should be moderate, the 
strong should uphold the weak, rulers must protect the ruled, etc.)131 'LR¶VCaesar defends 
these moralistic digressions: 
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I have not said these things as mere sophistries ĲĮ૨ĲĮ į੻ Ƞ੝ț ਙȜȜȦȢ
ਥĳȚȜȠıȩĳȘıĮ, but in order for you to know that these things I think and say 
are not just for effect (Ƞ੝țਥȢਥʌȓįİȚȟȚȞ nor just happened to come to me on 
the spur of the moment. Rather, they have been convictions of mine from the 
very beginning on what is appropriate and advantageous. And for this reason, 
you should be not only confident for the present but hopeful for the future, too, 
when you consider that, if I really have shown any pretence İ੅ʌİȡĲȚĮ੝Ĳ૵Ȟ
ਥʌȜĮĲĲȩȝȘȞ, I would not now be deferring my plans, but would have made 
them known here today. 132 
 
Car\¶VWUDQVODWLRQRIĳȚȜȠıȠĳİΥ?ȞDVµWRVD\ VRSKLVWULHV¶LVSDUWLFXODUO\DSSURSULDWHLQWKLV
context. The sense of contrivance or insincerity carried in ΥἐĳȚȜȠıȩĳȘıĮ is not purely 
'LR¶V LQYHQWLRQ ERWK /\VLDV DQG ,VRFUDWHV XVH LW LQ WKLVmanner.133 In this passage, the 
historian underlines a clear distinction between genuine philosophy and philosophy which 
LV µMXVW IRU HIIHFW¶ ΥἐȢ ΥἐʌȓįİȚȟȚȞ). His Caesar contrasts his long-held ethical convictions 
with rhetorical display, which has merely the appearance of philosophy. In view of 'LR¶V 
acceptance of the Platonic tenet that sophistry is a form of sham-philosophy, this seems to 
me significant. He found room, even in his speech of Caesar, to assert that the sophists 
were merely false philosophers; but in a way that additionally reflects upon the mendacity 
of his Caesar. The pious sentiments of the speaker here are quite inconsistent with his 
actual characterisation in the narrative (and in the speech on Ariovistus) as a deceitful 
megalomaniac. The reader knows, furthermore, that &DHVDU¶V UHjection in the above 
passage of the possibility of ever showing pretence (İΥἴʌİȡĲȚĮΥὐĲΥ?ȞΥἐʌȜĮĲĲȩȝȘȞ) is simply 
untrue, from the earlier evidence of his behaviour in his consulship, toward Ariovistus, 
DQGDW3RPSHLXV¶GHDWK 
 
Even &DHVDU¶V advertisement in the speech of his clementia toward his enemies,134 which 
follows immediately on from the DERYH H[FHUSW LV FRQWUDGLFWHG E\ 'LR¶s narrative. 
Shortly prior to his oration, the historian writes that Caesar executed L. Afranius and C. 
Memmius Faustus sine iudicio, and had his cousin Lucius killed in secret after a show-
trial (țȡȪĳĮ ΥἀʌȑțĲİȚȞİ), even though the man had surrendered himself as a voluntary 
suppliant (ΥἐșİȜȠȪıȚȠȞ Υ?țİĲİȪıĮȞĲĮ). 135  ,Q 'LR¶V DFFRXQW VXFK back-handed 
bloodthirstiness is not XQFRPPRQ KHZULWHV WKDW &DHVDU¶V WDFWLF in general was not to 
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attack adversaries openly but to have them disposed of in secret.136 Dio lays out all these 
incriminating details just shortly beforH &DHVDU¶V VSHHFK LQ WKH 6HQDWH he expects the 
reader to remember when they come to the oration. The antithesis of speech and narrative 
is thus deliberately constructed to emSKDVLVHWKHGLFWDWRU¶VPHQGDFLW\  
 
Fifth and finally, there is the recusatio imperii of Octavian before the Senate in the 
account of 27 BCE, promising (falsely) to restore the libera res publica ,W LV'LR¶s last 
deceptive speech: none of the compositions in his twenty-seven remaining books will 
characterise the speaker as being wilfully hypocritical. This aspect, tellingly, is particular 
to the Late Republican orations alone.137 Significantly, the recusatio of Octavian is not 
RQO\WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VODVWGHFHSWLYHVSHHFK, but his last speech of the Republic. In this way, 
the years 67-27 BCE in Dio ± from the narrative of the įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ of Pompeius and Caesar 
to its replacement with the ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮ of Augustus ± are framed by two major 
constitutional innovations, the lex Gabinia and the Augustan Settlement, each of which in 
WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQZHUHVXFFHVVIXOEHFDXVHRIUKHWRULFDOdissimulatio. 
 
Again, like all of his other four mendacious speeches (except that of Caesar in the 
Senate), the historian focalises WKH RUDWRU¶V WUXH DLPV LQ D VKRUW LQWHUSUHWDWLYH SUHIDFH
deliberately just before the proemium. These prefatory remarks in 2FWDYLDQ¶V case are 
noticeably less negative than the previous examples LQ NHHSLQJ ZLWK 'LR¶s positive 
attitude toward the first princeps generally.138 But the similarities between 2FWDYLDQ¶V
LQWHQWLRQVDQGWKRVHRI3RPSHLXVIRXUGHFDGHVHDUOLHULQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQDUH
striking. Both concealed their true motives; both wished to be honoured all the more for 
seeming to reject SRZHU EXW EHLQJ µIRUFHG¶ WR DFFHSW LW DQG ERWK FROOXGHG ZLWK WKHLU
supporters in advance: 
 
And when he received approval and praise for these actions, he wished to show 
his magnanimity a second time, in order that he would be honoured even more 
by such a deed (Υἐț ĲȠΥ? ĲȠȚȠȪĲȠȣ ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ ĲȚȝȘșİȓȘ DQG KDYH KLV PRQarchy 
confirmed willingly by the people, rather than appear to have forced them to 
ratify it unwillingly (Υ?Ȟ ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮȞ ȕİȕĮȚȫıĮıșĮȚ ĲȠΥ? ȝΥ? įȠțİΥ?Ȟ ΥἄțȠȞĲĮȢ
ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȕİȕȚȐıșĮȚ$QG VR DIWHU SULPLQJ KLV Flosest associates in the senate 
ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȝȐȜȚıĲĮ ΥἐʌȚĲȘįİȓȠȣȢ ȠΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ȕȠȣȜİȣĲΥ?Ȟ ʌĮȡĮıțİȣȐıĮȢ KH HQWHUHG WKH
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curia in his seventh consulship, and read out words similar to these which 
follow:139  
 
'LR¶VGHFLVLRQ WRHPSKDVLVH2FWDYLDQ¶Vduplicity is not fanciful: John Rich has recently 
shown that the career of Octavian-Augustus was a history of deceptions to secure 
control.140 In this respect, that either Pompeius or Augustus used dissimulatio to obtain 
their objectives in the course of their careers, as we see emphasised in Dio above all, is 
not historically inadmissable. 6WLOODVZLWK&DHVDU¶VVSHHFKLQWKH6HQDWHZHKHDUQRWKLQJ
of a recusatio imperii outside of the Roman History, and it has been long assumed that the 
historian fabricated both the occasion and the content of 2FWDYLDQ¶Vrefusal.141 This may 
be so, but it is worth noting that the first princeps in his Res Gestae is eager to list what he 
declined, and especially executive powers: the dictatorship, consulship in perpetuity, and 
right to act sine collega.142 It is hardly possible that the offering of such powers will not 
have involved some manner of public proclamation and, presumably, public recusatio. 
Thus, in having his Octavian publicly reject power Dio was not doing anything especially 
peculiar. The only contentious point is whether we accept his interpretation that the 
princeps did so disingenuously, pretending not to desire what he truly did. That is 
unanswerable ± ZHFDQQRWUHDG$XJXVWXV¶PLQG± but it is clear that Dio believed so, and 
that this in his view was one reason for the successful ratification of his sole rule in the 
wake of Actium.  That is the interpretation that the false recusatio of Book 53 was written 
to demonstrate. 
 
Reading the oration in this vein, then, the historian again establishes the same sort of 
contradistinctions between speech and narrative he constructed in the four earlier 
speeches. Like Caesar in the Senate, 'LR¶VOctavian begins by summarising his might: 
should he wish, he can rule alone forever (ʌȐȡİıĲȓȝȠȚįȚΥὰ ʌĮȞĲΥὸȢΥ?ȝΥ?ȞΥἄȡȤİȚȞ), since he 
is at his most popular with the people, his most powerful with his army, and least 
threatened from factious elements.143 He goes on to state that he will relinquish these 
powers, however, and UHVWRUH WKH5HSXEOLF µVR WKDW \RXPD\ NQRZ WKLV WKDW IURP WKH
beginning I never desired any power (ȠΥὐįΥ? ΥἀʌΥ? ΥἀȡȤΥ?ȢįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮȢĲȚȞΥὸȢΥἐʌİșȪȝȘıĮ«IRU,
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ZLVK WKDW ,KDGQ¶WKDG WR WDNHVXFKDKDQG LQDIIDLUVDV , did, and that the state had not 
required me to do this¶144  
 
This, obviously, is a lie and Dio presents it as such. The narrative preface has already 
VHUYHG DV WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V anteoccupatio, disproving these postures in advance by 
XQGHUOLQLQJ2FWDYLDQ¶VGHVLUHIRUmonarchy. The earlier diegetic material creates precisely 
the same contrasts. In his prelude to the Battle of Actium, the historian states quite 
explicitly that Octavian, like his rival Antonius, was trying to secure supreme power for 
KLPVHOIµboth were trying to appropriate everything for themselves in so far as either of 
them could seize the advantage over the other (Υ?ȢʌȠȣʌȜİȠȞİțĲΥ?ıĮȓĲȚ ΥἑțȐĲİȡȠȢĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ
ΥἐįȪȞĮĲȠΥ?įȚȠȪȝİȞȠȚ¶:145 this included a race from both parties to control as much land as 
possible to cement their own power.146 AgainWKHQDUUDWLYHLVTXLWHFOHDUWKDW2FWDYLDQ¶V
purpose in speaking was to have his absolute power confirmed, not to lay it aside. 
 
7KHKLVWRULDQ IXUWKHUPRUH JLYHV WKH OLH WR KLV2FWDYLDQ¶V FODLP WKDW KH KDV DFFHSWHGQR
extraordinary privileges. The patres should not be surprised, the orator argues, that he 
ZRXOG UHOLQTXLVK VXFK JUHDW DXWKRULW\ µZKHQ \RX FDQ VHH P\ ORYH RI D OLIH IUHH IURP
politics (ΥἀʌȡĮȖȝȠıȪȞȘȞ), and when you also reflect that I have never accepted any 
extraordinary privilege nor anything beyond what many others have (ȠΥὐįΥ?ȞʌȫʌȠĲİȠΥ?șΥ? 
Υ?ʌȑȡȠȖțȠȞ ȠΥ?șΥ? Υ?ʌΥ?ȡ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȜȜȠȪȢ), even when you have often voted such things to 
PH¶147 Obviously the speaker can hardly lay claim to ΥἀʌȡĮȖȝȠıȪȞȘ after the preceding 
six books of competition between himself and Antonius. Nor can he reasonably affect to 
have never accepted excessive honours beyond those conferred upon others. Dio details 
an ample list of extraordinary privileges at the opening of Book 53 ± again, just before the 
recusatio ± including Octavian selecting and inaugurating a praetor urbanus of his own 
choice in addition to new magistrates, abolishing and creating new laws suo iure, and 
forbidding senators to travel outside of Italy without his personal permission.148 The claim 
is clearly absurd, and is designed to be read as such. 
 
Finally, Dio extends this absurdity to much greater proportions with the use of irony, an 
element which, as I have set out here, he liberally employed in several of these speeches. 
For such irony to work there must of course be an understanding between narrator and 
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reader of the void which separates appearance (the speech) from reality (the narrative). 
7KHWRWDORIVXFKLURQLFVWDWHPHQWVLQ'LR¶VIDOVHrecuatio of Octavian would be difficult 
to enumerate, and I do not provide an exhaustive overview here. One may consider, for 
H[DPSOH WKH VSHDNHU¶V transparently untrue assertion that he wishes the Senators to 
manage their own affairs without his oversight;149 or that by praising his patriotic act of 
returning power to the patres KHLVµFHUWDLQO\QRWERDVWLQJIRULQGHHG ,ZRXOGQRWKDYH
said these things in the first place, if I thought I would gain any personal advantage from 
WKHP¶150 RU WKHUKHWRULFDOTXHVWLRQ LQYLHZRIKLVDFWRI µOD\LQJDVLGH¶SRZHURI µZKR
could be found PRUHPDJQDQLPRXV WKDQ ,«ZKRPRUH QHDUO\ GLYLQH"¶151 or, lastly, the 
string of Republican sentiments scattered throughout a speech whose purpose is presented 
as monarchical.152  
 
/LNHDOORI&DVVLXV'LR¶Vother four µPHQGDFLW\-VSHHFKHV¶ WKHIDOVHrecusatio imperii of 
27 BCE VXFFHHGVLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VQarrative, in its aims. $XJXVWXV¶PRQDUFK\± like the 
lex Gabinia RU&DHVDU¶VGHVLUHGFDPSDLJQDJDLQVW$ULRYLVWXV± became an historical fact, 
but only after the act of deceptive speech which the historian presents as instrumental in 
its ratification. 7REHDVXFFHVVIXORUDWRULQ'LR¶VODWHres publica had nothing to do with 
NQRZLQJRQH¶VVXEMHFWRUKDYLQJWKHPRUDOO\VWURQJHUFDVH± the tenet of good rhetoric we 
find in the Gorgias, Phaedrus, and Protagoras of Plato. In fact, and as I discuss in 
Chapter 5, WKDW SDUW\ RI WKH GHEDWH UHSUHVHQWHG LQ 'LR E\ &DWXOXV¶ dissuasio of the 
*DELQLDQ ODZ RU &LFHUR¶V VSHHFK RQ WKH W\UDQQLFLGH $PQHVW\ Xniversally fails to 
persuade. In this context it seems to me SHFXOLDUWRUHDGWKHµHeuchelrede¶RI2FWDYLDQDV 
WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V µILQDO FRPSUHKHQVLYH RSSRUWXQLW\ WR GLVSOD\ WKH DGYDQWDJHV RI WKH
5HSXEOLF¶153 Rather, here and indeed only in his account of the first century BCE as a 
whole, the historian elected to demonstrate the problem of the moral ambiguity of rhetoric 
in a significant proportion of his speeches ± a third of them. After 27 BCE, the problem 
GLVDSSHDUVIURP'LR¶VUDGDU2FWDYLDQ¶V µHeuchelrede¶ was certainly a final opportunity 
to reflect upon the Republic ± but in a way that only showed its flaws.  
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Two conclusions can be drawn from this analysis. The first is purely methodological: I set 
out the implications of approaching 'LR¶V speeches from the viewpoint of the time in 
which they were composed. The second relates more broadly to the thesis as a whole, tying 
P\ GLVFXVVLRQ RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V µPHQGDFLW\-VSHHFKHV¶ into the main argument of this 
research.  
 
First, then, it seems clear to me that the way Cassius Dio wrote his speeches was indeed 
influenced by the rhetorical culture of the Second Sophistic; but not at all in the manner 
that scholarship has traditionally held. It has become quite natural to read a rhetorical 
IORXULVKLQµVRSKLVWLFKLVWRULRJUDSK\¶DVD rhetorical flourish tout court: as an assertion of 
WKHDXWKRU¶VʌĮȚįİȓĮ LQWHQGHGWRLPSUHVVXSRQWKHDXGLHQFHWKHDEXQGDQFHRIWKHDXWKRU¶V
compositional art. Such flourishes, moreover, are viewed as display-rhetoric and for 
display above all, notwithstanding the time-honoured tradition of using speech as a mode 
of characterisation. I have already reviewed the modern literature which asserts this view, 
often justifiably. Given the epideictic culture of his time, in which rhetoric was 
overwhelmingly for display, we may understandably LQWHUSUHW &DVVLXV 'LR¶VPRWLYHV LQ
writing his own speeches in a similar light. Certainly the historian has been treated as an 
H[SRQHQWDQGPHPEHURIWKH6HFRQG6RSKLVWLFRUHYHQDVDµVRSKLVW¶VR-called.  
 
7KLV YLHZ GRHV QRW VWULNH PH DV SDUWLFXODUO\ WHQDEOH 'LR¶V contemporary history 
demonstrates the permanence of certain Platonist anxieties about aspects of sophistic 
artificiality and self-presentation; and the degree to which even highly intellectual authors 
such as Dio shared those anxieties. He criticises the sophists frequently and by way of 
several points of reference. Some were classical in origin, such as the views of sophistry as 
false philosophy or of the relationship between dazzling oratory and magical power. 
Others, such as the outward show of artfully-constructed penury to assert philosophical 
probity, had become sufficiently widespread in recent times to be satirised.  
 
The case is not, I think, that he protests too much. Unlike the sophists so-called of his time, 
who vehemently rejected the title and attacked the sophists explicitly 'LR¶V DWWDFNV DUH
rather oblique. They are for an intellectual reader who has read their Plato and would 
perceive the points of reference and the implied message. Dio had sufficient experience of 
the sophists to dislike them even at the same time as being a court intellectual himself. One 




education in the anti-sophistic tradition of classical philosophy, because one was 
intellectual. Certainly Dio wrote in archaic language, quoted other authors, imitated 
Thucydides, and placed poignant antitheses in his narrative or moralising maxims in his 
speeches. But so did Sallust. Cassius Dio asserts that his work is sophisticated work, but 
not necessarily sophistic. Indeed, the speech of Maecenas demonstrates the extent of 'LR¶V
concern about the capacity of sophistic rhetoric to deceive and mislead individuals and 
entire communities, and the ambiguous relationship of the sophists with falsehood, 
pretence, and artifice. Dio seems to have rejected, rather than embraced, the propensity for 
outward display of the sophists of his time. 
 
This then raises the question of whether speech still served other purposes in his view, and 
brings me to my second conclusion. I have argued that the historian retrojected his own 
third-century concerns about sophistic deception onto the Late Republic. Dio consciously 
and deliberately made a third of his speeches of the first century BCE into negative 
examples of the power of mendacious oratory to persuade. By writing prefatory 
interpretative remarks to each of these, constructing obvious contrasts between factoids in 
the speeches and the preceding narrative, and by inserting verbal clues and word-plays, the 
historian ensured that his reader was aware of the deception. Cassius Dio elaborated the 
problem of the moral ambiguity of rhetoric in the late res publica more fully than any other 
surviving account.  
 
This latter point is in one respect an argument from silence. For this era we depend on only 
a few sources: Sallust, Caesar, Velleius Paterculus, and Appian for historical narrative; and 
Suetonius and Plutarch for biography. We do not know, tKHQZKHWKHU'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQ
of Late Republican political oratory was distinctive to him or whether this was inspired by 
an earlier historian. It is striking, however, that Dio brings the problem of rhetoric to the 
fore where others do not. Only Dio among our four sources for the lex Gabinia mentions 
3RPSHLXV¶dissimulatio, and indeed only he explores it at length. The same is the case for 
*DELQLXV¶ UROH ZKLFK PRVW VRXUFHV YLUWXDOO\ REOLWHUDWH Further, for the Ariovistus 
campaign Plutarch and probably Appian followed the positive version doctored by Caesar 
himself in his De Bello Gallico, but only Dio inserted the element of Caesarian hypocrisy 
and duplicity. It is furthermore striking that the historian explored the problem of rhetorical 
artifice not only in a third of his Late Republican speeches, but only in his Late Republican 





It is here that these orations are crucial for understanding the theoretical framework which 
the historian applied to his subject. Dio clearly sensed that the ethical ambiguity of rhetoric 
was relevant in his own time; but it had more dramatic and far-reaching consequences in 
the context of the first century BCE. As Dio recognised, within the political system of 
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ the decision-making process was based upon debate. The corruption of that 
debate would lead, inevitably, to the corruption of the organism of state. This idea had a 
long pedigree, beginning with Demosthenes, 154  whom Dio held in great regard. 155  By 
presenting persuasive but fundamentally self-interested and deceitful oratory as 
consistently successful at times of important deliberation, Dio makes an historical 
argument through his speeches. He argues that the fora of decision-making became a 
means of dynastic self-advancement in the Late Republic, rather than instruments of the 
public or national good. The ability of individual dynasts to manipulate the platforms of 
public deliberation with selfish but suasive rhetorical artifice was a cause of the downfall 
of the res publica,WVHFXUHGIXUWKHUįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ for Pompeius in 67 BCE; it procured further 
įȩȟĮ țĮΥ? Υ?ıȤΥ?ȢIRU&DHVDUZLWK$ULRYLVWXV in 58 BCE and a compliant Senate a decade later; 
and it enabled Octavian to dispose of the Republic altogether in 27 BCE.  
 
Dio does not state this argument explicitly. Only by reading the speeches can this causal 
interpretation of constitutional change be perceived. Paradoxically, then, WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V 
relationship with the epideictic rhetorical culture of the Second Sophistic enhances, rather 
than obstructs, the explanatory and interpretative value of these compositions. By 
moulding his political oratory of the Late Republic after the model of the rhetorical vices 
he loathed in his own time, Cassius Dio produced a persuasive representation of the 




                                                          
154
 Dem. FL 184. 
155




Chapter 4: Moralising and the Progymnasmata 
Introduction 
7KHH[SODQDWRU\YDOXHRIWKHVSHHFKHVERWKDV'LR¶VPHDQVRIFRPPXQLFDWLQJKLVcausal 
framework of constitutional change to his reader and as a means for the modern scholar to 
identify that framework, can only be realised by addressing a third and final 
methodological problem. This is the abundance of explicitly moralising content, and 
especially generalising and universal moral maxims (sententiae RU ȖȞΥ?ȝĮȚ LQ 'LR¶V 
speeches and narrative.  
  
The preponderance of such content in the Roman History has often led scholars to 
GLVUHJDUG&DVVLXV'LR¶VLPSRUWDQFHDVDVRXUFHIRUWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFDQGWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLYH
quality of his work. These reservations are understandable. If an ancient historian 
expressed himself overwhelmingly in universal moral statements which could apply to any 
age or situation, then it is not unreasonable at first glance to assume that the author was 
more concerned with pursuing a didactic agenda ± edifying and instructing his audience ± 
than with analysing historical facts or causes. More unfavourably, one can be misled by 
such content to assume that the historian was uninventive, lazy, or lacking in analytical 
skill. Certainly earlier authors than Dio have been criticised on account of their sententious 
tropes;1 and Dio has been similarly received.  
 
This applies, more than anywhere else, to his speeches. Millar draws an explicit 
contradistinction between moral content and historical explanation, writing that where Dio 
included an oration he GLG VR µQRW WR LOOXPLQDWH WKH KLVWRULFDO VLWXDWLRQ EXW WR ZULWH D
rhetorical elaboration, often in the form of DGHEDWHRI WKHPRUDO LVVXHV LQYROYHG LQ LW¶2  
+HODWHUDUJXHVWKDWWKHVHFRPSRVLWLRQVµFDUU\IXUWKHr the tendency towards generality and 
lack of apposite detail which characterises the history«WKHLULQWHUHVWPXVWOLHQRWZKDWLQ
they can contribute to hLVWRULFDONQRZOHGJH¶WKH\DUHDFROOHFWLRQRIµFRPPRQSODFHPRUDO
DWWLWXGHV WR WKH LVVXHVDWVWDNH¶DQGµGLVDSSRLQWLQJ¶ µEDQDO¶DQGµXQRULJLQDO¶3 This view 
remains prevalent. Stekelenburg in his discussion of the Cicero-Philiscus consolatio 
concludes that the episode was constructed from generalising moral and philosophical 
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views relevant to any similar occasion.4 Gowing IXOO\HQGRUVHV0LOODU¶VYLHZ WKDW µZKHQ
Dio does include a speech, it is a long and involved creation, usually with scant relevance 
to WKH VSHFLILF VLWXDWLRQ¶5 /LQWRWWZULWHV WKDW µWKHUH FDQ EH QR GRXEW WKDW WKH VWULYLQJ IRU
effect in certain historical set-SLHFHV OHG >'LR@ WR REVFXUH WKH IDFWV¶ DQG WKDW 'LR¶V 
exhortations before Actium present not an historical interpretation, but rather  µDgreat deal 
RIGHFODPDWLRQDERXWWKHLQLTXLWLHVRIFLYLOZDUDQGWKHELWWHUQHVVRIWKHDFWXDOILJKWLQJ¶6 
0RVW UHFHQWO\ 5RGJHUV ZULWHV WKDW 'LR¶V VSHHFKHV µRIWHQ VHUYH KLV SKLORVRSKLFDO RU
PRUDOLVLQJDJHQGDEHWWHUWKDQWKH\VHUYHKLVWRU\¶7 The ethical dimension, in short, has not 
led to favourable receptions of the role of the speeches within the historical account.  
 
In this chapter I argue that WKHPRUDOLVLQJFRQWHQWERWKRI'LR¶VVSHHFKHVDQGQDUUDWLYHZDV
a means of persuasion which actually contributed to, rather than detracted from, the 
explanatory value of the speeches for the ancient reader. I suggest that the historian placed 
sententiae into his history to present individual moral failures as the cause of even major 
political and military events in the Late Republic, and especially those which precipitated 
the downfall of that constitution. The causes of major historical movements are described 
within a moral or philosophical framework shared by and common to both the narrator and 
his reader. Interestingly, then, it is precisely those universalising ethics which are 
uninventive and irrelevant to the modern perspective which would have been strong and 
persuasive to the ancient one.  
 
I am aware that this point may seem deliberately antithetical or rather perverse. But the 
systems of rhetorical and compositional HGXFDWLRQ SUDFWLFHG LQ &DVVLXV 'LR¶V WLPH DQG
indeed probably for some centuries before aimed in precisely that direction. The 
progymnasmata ± the curriculum of preliminary rhetorical exercises widespread at the 
latest by the first century CE ± taught the young elite to think morally through learning to 
write; or, perhaps, to learn to write through thinking morally. Both were concurrent and 
inseparable aspects of the structure and aims of the progmymnasmata. In consequence, I 
VXJJHVWWKDWWKHXQLYHUVDOLVLQJDQGJQRPLFHWKLFVRI'LR¶VRoman History were generated 
GLUHFWO\ E\ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V FKLOGKRRG instruction in these drills. By articulating his 
interpretation of the downfall of the Roman Republic in an ethical language which both he 




 Gowing (1992) 244. 
6
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and his similarly-educated elite reader will have shared'LR¶Vcausation of the collapse of 
the res publica will have been more convincing, not less, to the contemporary perspective.8 
 
,Q FRQVLGHULQJ 'LR¶V relationship with these progymnasmata I am approaching a rather 
unbeaten track. Although several modern studies have investigated the influence of 
rhetorical education on ancient historians,9 these discussions have generally ignored the 
progymnasmata.10 Yet this is where the process of writing began for our Imperial authors. 
In spite of very recent work on this syllabus,11 there has been to my knowledge no research 
on the way in which the processes of compositional education shaped how historians 
approached the task of causal interpretation. As Gibson concludes, we need rhetorical 
analyses of post-Classical historians which investigate how these authors used the 
building-blocks of the progymnasmata to construct their histories, and how Imperial 
historiography tout court emerged from rhetorical education.12 By this I do not mean that 
ZHQHHG WR LGHQWLI\ZKHUH DXWKRUV µFXW DQG SDVWHG¶ WKH H[HUFLVHV RI WKHLU FKLOGKRRG LQWR
their adult writings. 13  Rather, I suggest that the process of an education in the 
progymnasmata  taught Cassius Dio to conceive of historical narrative as the 
exemplification and valorisation of moral truths; and to repeat those truths (in the form of 
ȖȞΥ?ȝĮȚ) as historical causes, in order to render his interpretation of the decline of the 
Republic more authoritative and convincing.  
 
To arrive at these conclusions, in the first section I give a survey of the development, 
components, and objectives of the progymnasmata, which united compositional practice, 
moral instruction, and historical knowledge in a single curriculum. They were thus 
HVSHFLDOO\ VXLWHG WR WKH ZULWLQJ RI 'LR¶V KLVWRU\ I focus especially on the exercises in 
maxim (sententia RU ȖȞȫȝȘ DQG IDEOH (fabula RU ȝȪșȠȢ ZKLFK RFFXSLHG WKH DQFLHQW
student in the earlier stages of his schooling. In the second and third sections I present two 
short case-studies which demonstrate that the historian conceived of historical causes in a 
fundamentally moralisiQJ IDVKLRQ , LQYHVWLJDWH 'LR¶V XVH RI WKH sententia and fabula-
VWUXFWXUH LQ WZR VWUHWFKHV RI QDUUUDWLYH ILUVW WKH 0LWKULGDWLF :DU DQG 3RPSHLXV¶
engagement against the pirates; and second, the exile of Cicero under the lex Clodia. I 
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demonstrate in these studies that the historian often posited the moral thought contained 
within a sententia as the cause of a political or military event in the Late Republic, either in 
his own authorial voice of in that of one of his speakers. These moral thoughts often have 
significant consequences, which are postponed in the narrative and can only be perceived 
in the longer term. I additionally explore the way in which Dio structured individual 
narrative episodes in a manner remarkably similar to the Aesopic and schoolroom fabula. 
These episodes, I show, valorise a moral maxim which is postponed to the end of the 
diegesis and is often introduced with ȠΥ?ĲȦRUȠΥ?ĲȦȢ (thus, in this way) after the manner of 
an epimythium (ΥἐʌȚȝȪșȚȠȞ): a concluding moral exemplified in the preceding tale. In such 
instances, the historian appears not only to be following, perhaps unconsciously, the 
compositional techniques we see regularly attested in the rhetorical schools of this period. 
He additionaOO\XVHVWKHVHµIDEOH-VWUXFWXUHV¶WRHPSKDVLVHDQLPSRUWDQWPRUDOSRLQWZKLFK
KDYLQJEHHQµSURYHQ¶E\ZD\RIH[DPSOHLQWKHIDEOH-structure, he then goes on to display 
as an underlying cause in a later historical development. From this analysis, we will be 
EHWWHUDEOHWRSHUFHLYHKRZWKHPRUDODVSHFWIDUIURPXQGHUPLQLQJ&DVVLXV'LR¶VKLVWRULFDO
explanation, served rather to reinforce it.       
Moral, Compositional, and Historical Education 
The system of education called by its pedagogues progymnasmata (or gymnasmata) was a 
set of exercises practiced in the rhetorical schools of the Imperial period as a training 
preliminary to advanced composition and declamation.14 This cannot be described as a 
fixed syllabus. The individual authors of our extant handbooks exhibit differences in the 
order and application of the exercises; and the level and quality of training available will 
additionally have depended on geography and class.15 But despite differences in practice, 
the surviving handbooks suggest a remarkably static curriculum, whose exercises and 
objectives became established in the first two centuries CE and changed little five centuries 
later. The progymnasmata taught boys, aged perhaps roughly seven to fifteen,16 to be able 
to speak and write on any number of subjects: the probability of a myth, the advantages or 
drawbacks of an imagined law, a critique of Homer, or to deliver invective and panegyric.  
 
Possibly none of the surviving compendia of these drills date IURP WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V WLPH
The third-century Pseudo-Hermogenes arrives around a century after Cassius Dio will have 
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been educated. $SKWKRQLXV¶ DQG1LFRODXV¶ WUHDWLVHV likely follow in the fourth and fifth 
centuries, respectively.17 Last, the progymnasmata of Theon were at one point believed to 
date from the first century CE. But Heath has recently adduced evidence indicating that he 
may date to the fourth century.18 This does not mean, however, that these drills were not 
being regularly practiced in the third century CE; and the publication of such treatises 
SRVVLEO\ ZLWKLQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V OLIHWLPH VXFK DV WKRVH RI SV-Hermogenes, helps in this 
regard. We know as early as Cicero and the anonymous Rhetorica ad Herennium that the 
exercises in narratio RUįȚȒȖȘȝĮ, locus communis RUĲȩʌȠȢDQGsententia RUȖȞȫȝȘZHUH
being practiced as early as the first century BCE, and these consistently find their way into 
the later collections of progymnasmata.19 A century before Dio, Quintilian recommends a 
broad range of the exercises found in the manuals, including maxim, fable, chreia, 
narrative, confirmation, and refutation.20 Indeed, this tradition probably goes back much 
further. The term progymnasmata first appears in the 4th-century BCE Rhetorica ad 
Alexandrum, where the author recommends preliminary exercises as a means to understand 
the formal elements of composition.21  Aristotle, too, recommends half of the fourteen 
exercises which later find their way into the collections.22 We are therefore to imagine a 
programme possibly only FDWHJRULVHGLQWKHPDQXDOIRUPDWLQ'LR¶VGD\EXW already in use 
among Greeks in the Hellenistic period and quite commonly indeed from the first or 
second centuries BCE.23  
 
All but one of our surviving collections divide the progymnasmata into fourteen parts.24  
Following the order in which they appear in Theon (the only treatise to have survived 
which may have been available in 'LR¶V WLPH25  these are: moral maxim and quoted 
anecdote; fable; narration; confirmation and refutation; vivid description; speech-in-
character; encomium and invective; comparison; proposition; and law. In Theon, some of 
these (such as encomium and invective) are paired as a single exercise; and different 
manuals occasionally variate the order of the drills slightly.26 But all of the treatises place 
the focus of this chapter, the sententia and fabula DW WKH HDUOLHVW VWDJH RI WKH VWXGHQW¶V
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education. Quintilian furthermore subordinates maxim and fable to the grammaticus, the 
elementary teacher of grammar and literature ± again in the earlier stage of schooling.27 
Turning, then, to these two exercises themselves, a survey of these reveals what occupied 
the student in his most formative years after the basics of the alphabet, handwriting, and 
some grammar had been acquired.28  
 
The sententia, first, is a short moral statement or aphorism with a universal application, 
usually derived from the corpus of Classical literature. These need little detailed 
explanation; recommended by Quintilian to be of strictly moral value,29 collections of 
moral maxims first appear in the Hellenistic period and emerged out of a literary tradition 
of universally moral writing which began as early as Homer.30 Short and memorable, the 
sententia could be redeployed in any number of compositions in which its ethical force was 
appropriate and relevant: poetry, historiography, and in various branches of speechwriting. 
They had not only the moral valour required to situate the words of the speaker or writer 
within the accepted moral code of the elite (and thus to lend credibility to the composition). 
In their derivation from the Classical canon ± Menander was a common source of 
sententiae ± they also possessed the cachet of antiquity. 31  In addition to its edifying 
purpose, the maxim also appears to have been used in the earliest stage as an exercise in 
handwriting.32 As a grammatically-complete expression in direct speech, the maxim could 
then be incorporated into more complex exercises later, after it had been copied and 
memorised. 
 
2QHRIWKHVHDQGQH[WLQ7KHRQ¶VSURJUDPPHZDVWKHfabula.33 The structure and purpose 
of this drill require a little further unpacking than the sententia, which is more obviously 
recognised in modern scholarship on historiography. 7KHRQ GHVFULEHV WKH IDEOH DV µD
ILFWLWLRXV VWRU\ JLYLQJ DQ LPDJH RI WUXWK¶34 a short narrative recounting events that the 
reader or listener knows to be false and improbable, but which demonstrates and proves the 
truth of a moral idea.35 As a complete diegetic unit, the fable has a clear beginning and end, 
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containing at least two main characters, usually animal or non-human, who must negotiate 
an alteraction or other moral situation. As a short story, the fabula furthermore provided 
context, actions, and often direct or indirect speech. (UURQHRXVVFKRROFKLOGUHQ¶VFRSLHVRQ
papyri suggest that it was an exercise in listening and copying at the earliest stage,36 but 
pupils were later called upon to compose their own fables.37  Its suitability for young 
children was inherent in the form: the moral of the story was always unequivocal, and its 
IRFXVRQDQLPDOVDQGWKHLPSRVVLEOHOHQWLWDSDUWLFXODUȥȣȤĮȖȦȖȓĮDµSHUVXDVLYHFKDUP¶38  
 
As with the sententia, the moral dimension is again key here. Although both ȝΥ?șȠȢ and 
ȜȩȖȠȢ were in currency among Hellenic prose writers as terms for fable, the manuals also 
suggest that the ancient term for them, ĮΥἶȞȠȢ, emerged from ʌĮȡĮȓȞİıȚȢµDGYLFH¶ or vice 
versa.39 The etymology is probably spurious, but that is not the point: it is indicative of a 
clear association in the Imperial Greek mind between fable and didacticism. Most 
FRPPRQO\ E\'LR¶V SHULRG WKLV GLGDFWLFLVPKDG FRPH WR WDNH WKH IRUP RI D FRQFOXGLQJ
moral, an epimythium, which served not only as the conclusion of the narrative but 
additionally as its point of departure. Crucially, in the treatises we hear of rhetoricians 
assigning their students the concluding moral first, and then requiring them to invent a tale 
which exemplified its truth. 40  This seems to me an important point. The purpose of 
narration, even of preposterous events, began with valorising the moral of a story. The 
VWXGHQW¶VILUVWDWWHPSWDWDSURSHUFRPSRVLWLRQ± and a grammatically-advanced one, which 
strove for syntactic compression through ablative or genitive absolutes and participles ± 
began, and ended, with proving a moral idea.41  
 
To linger on these epimythia a moment longer, it is clear that they were common in the 
collections long EHIRUH&DVVLXV'LR¶VWLPHDQGKDGWKHLURZQUHFRJQLVDEOHVW\OH*HQerally 
epimythia were brief and memorable, but more sermonising examples can be found.42 
Although the later collections of progymnasmata state, furthermore, that this concluding 
moral could be placed at the beginning of the tale, Nicolaus in particular stated that the 
maxim was most effective at the end; and Theon does not mention promythia.43 Certainly 
they are more commonly attested at the conclusion in the compendia. By the time of our 
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earliest surviving collection of fabulae, that of Phaedrus in the first century CE,44 the 
closing maxim is regularly found as a standard part of the architecture of the fable.45 In the 
biography of him by Philostratus, Apollonius of Tyana is furthermore made to treat the 
epimythium as commonplace in WKHIDEXOLVW¶VWRRONLWµIRUWKHSRHWDIWHUKHKDVWROGKLVWDOH
(İΥ?ʌΥ?ȞĲΥὸȞΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? ȜȩȖȠȞ), leaves the sane reader torturing himself to work out whether it 
really happened; but one like Aesop, who tells a story which we know to be false and adds 
the moral (ΥἐʌĮȖĮȖΥ?ȞįΥ? ȞȠȣșİıȓĮȞ),46 shows that he has used falsehood for the benefit of 
KLVDXGLHQFH¶47  
 
These epimythia furthermore had their own associated language. By the time of Phaedrus, 
the closing maxim KDGFRPPRQO\FRPHWREHLQWURGXFHGZLWKȠΥ?ĲȦRUȠΥ?ĲȦȢ: in a single 
compendium from this period, 82 out of 230 fables have epimythia beginning with this 
adverb. 48   Strictly speaking this appears to have been an evolution from the earlier 
Classical practice: the reciter of a fable, particularly in persuasive speech, would often 
conclude prosphonetically, underlining the applicability of the story to their specific 
PRPHQW E\ VWDWLQJ µWKXV \RX WRR WDNH FDUH WKDW«¶ RU VLPLODU ȠΥ?ĲȦįΥ? țĮΥ? ıȪ49 The 
conventional epimythium by the Imperial period, then, will be usually short, have a 
universal moral application, conclude a unit of narrative, and often begin with ȠΥ?ĲȦ RU
ȠΥ?ĲȦȢThese parameters will be important in the analysis to follow in sections two and 
three.  
 
Finally, in addition to the moral purpose there was a clear persuasive function to the fable, 
and this had a long pedigree. Within classical rhetoric, the fabula served above all as a 
form of illustration by example: it demonstrated the veracity of a universal truth by 
narrating fictitious events which valorised the argued point by analogy. Both Aristotle and 
Cicero recommend the fable as a form of proof by example within persuasive speech.50 
Nicolaus, praising the striking effect of the postponed epimythium in his treatise, 
furthermore states that the primary purpose of the fable was to persuade: pupils would be 
left more convinced of the veracity of the explicitly-stated maxim by first seeing the events 
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which confirm its truth unfold.51  This exemplifying quality is the central and fundamental 
FKDUDFWHULVWLF RI WKH IDEOH $V WKH FKLOG¶V ILUVW H[HUFLVH LQ LQGHSHQGHQW FRPSRVLWLRQ WKH
fable demonstrated that the truth of a moral precept he had memorised since first beginning 
to write could aQG VKRXOG EH YDORULVHG LQ QDUUDWLYH 7KH VWXGHQW¶V ILUVW H[SHULHQFH RI
piecing together the components of narrative began with a maxim whose veracity it was his 
primary objective to prove. It was thus a moral idea made truth, and could be redeployed in 
persuasive speech as a form of analogy.52  
 
Even setting aside the traditional use of the fabula as a convincing form of illustration by 
example within speech, the moral dimension inherent within the fable, sententia, and 
indeed all the exercises of the progymnasmata was persuasive in and of itself. Nicolaus 
posits a direct relationship between moral probity and rhetorical credibility and authority:53 
a theme in which I have argued in the previous chapter Cassius Dio was especially 
interested. This curriculum furthermore equipped its students to a society in which the vir 
bonus and dicendi peritus were still related notions.54 As Bloomer has writen, the process 
of memorising the sententia and then re-elaborating it into the fabula, before going on to 
reproduce both of these drills in the later, more advanced exercises of speechwriting, 
involved a process of internalisation: the student would instinctively reapply his arsenal of 
memorised moral thoughts throughout his historiographical, political, and even private 
discourses.55 If the writer or speaker was an elite individual trained in the progymnasmata, 
writing or speaking for elites raised within the same system, this had an obvious tactical 
value. As Clark has written, 
 
the moral focus of compositional instruction made students more successful as 
DGXOWVSHDNHUVZKHQWKH\DGGUHVVHGDXGLHQFHVZKLFKVKDUHGWKRVHYDOXHVµWKH
tendency to deal with general considerations of the possible, the true, the just, 
the fitting, or the expedient had its value. The exercises equipped the boys with 
a ready command of the arguments and other amplifying material that could be 
adduced in support of the commoner major premises, and might easily persuade 
DXGLHQFHVRIWKHLUWUXWK¶56 
 
Moralising, then, was not merely a mode of sermonising ± or, more charitably, of 
philosophical reflection ± but rather served to lend authority and vim. When the student of 
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the Imperial period came later to the more advanced compositional exercises essential to 
historiography and oratory, he would be well-equipped from his training in the 
progymnasmata to meet these challenges with an instant recall of the socially-acceptable 
mores of the Greek and Roman elite, and argue upon that basis from truths that all present 
could be presumed to accept.  
 
There is a third, and I think particularly important, aspect of the progymnasmata with 
which I close this cursory survey. I have detailed the didactic and persuasive dimension: 
the moralising focus which was prevalent even from the elementary level with the 
sententia and remained throughout the curriculum. This, necessarily, served a bipartite 
purpose, both to edify and indoctrinate the student within elite values while at the same 
time imparting a knowledge of the major moral premises which could sway a reader or 
audience. There was then the compositional aspect. This is confirmed simply by the 
graduated sequence of the exercises; from memorisation of the sententia and its re-
elaboration into the more syntactically-complex fabula, to the writing of narrative and then 
all the branches of logography. But a third, and telling, application of the progymnasmata 
was their use in the teaching of history.  
 
7KHUHLVQRHYLGHQFHWRVXJJHVWWKDWµKLVWRU\¶H[LVWHG at all as a subject in schools; ancient 
pupils did not study history as such or as a course in its own right. Rather, the acquisition 
of historical knowledge was a corollary of practicing rhetorical and compositional drills set 
in contexts of past time, and imitating model historical texts. Craig Gibson has recently 
shown the way in which each of the preliminary exercises (aside from maxim, 
commonplace, and law) recommended that pupils mine details from the works of previous 
biographers and historians in order to fulfil the requirements of the corresponding exercise. 
In Theon, for example, fabula brought the student to imitate fabulous passages of 
Herodotus, Philistus, Theopompus, and Xenophon and the historical contexts in which they 
were embedded.57 For confirmation and refutation Theon mentions only historical texts as 
exemplars, supporting or rejecting factual narratives and myths in Herodotus, Ephorus, 
Thucydides, and Theopompus. 58  Later drills such as encomium furthermore required 
students to mine these sources, with the addition of Xenophon and Plutarch, for the 
biographical details of the character set.59  The progymnasmata were thus as much an 
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instruction in history as they were in composition or moral rectitude. As Gibson concludes, 
µRQHFRXOGVLPSO\QRWOHDUQWRDUJXHZLWKRXWOHDUQLQJKRZWRDUJXHDERXWKLVWRU\¶60  
 
The progymnasmata, then, drew together compositional technique, moral didacticism, and 
historical knowledge in a single formative unity. This intention was certainly underlined by 
Theon in the preface to his manual: he wrote that he had  
 
laid out these precepts not because I believe that all are suitable for every 
beginner, but in order that we may see that the practice of exercises is very 
necessary ± not only for those who intend to become orators, but also if 
VRPHRQHZLVKHVWRSUDFWLFHWKHDUWRISRHWU\RUKLVWRU\RUDQ\RWKHUJHQUH¶61 
 
The progymnasmata according to Theon were therefore, firstly, a means for the beginner 
to acquire the technical facility to practice any genre of composition; a series of praecepta, 
of received modes of conduct DQG DSSURSULDWH WR WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V WDVN DV PXFK DV DQ\
RWKHU¶V The technical rudiments of narrative were taught through materials drawn 
overwhelmingly from the historical past and historical texts. The fable inculcated in the 
student an inherently moralising conception of the purpose of narrative: pupils were first 
set an ethical maxim and then composed a narrative to valorise its truth, often postponing 
that maxim to the conclusion as an epimythium. And those moralising sententiae, which 
had been coded into the student from childhood, provided him an arsenal of thoughts 
which could be redeployed in historical narrative or speech-in-character as a convincing 
DVVHUWLRQRIWKHDXWKRU¶VPRUDOSURELW\UKHWRULFDODUWDQGLQWHOOHFWXDODXWKRULW\ 
 
 Whether this moralising curriculum, and especially the drills in sententia and 
fabula, had a profound effect upon the way in which Cassius Dio interpreted the collapse 
of the Roman Republic remains to be seen in the next two sections. At first sight it would 
be reasonable to assume that these did not. They came at the earlier stagHRIWKHVWXGHQW¶V
education, under the age of ten; and we can hardly expect an historian to continue to have 
been influenced by these drills many decades later. In response to this I suggest two points. 
Firstly, the sententia and fabula were not, as I have detailed above, intended merely for the 
VWXGHQW¶VHDUOLHVW\HDUV WKH\ZLOOKDYHEHHQUH-elaborated throughout his compositions in 
school until the age of perhaps fifteen or sixteen. In consequence, the student came 
repeatedly into contact with these exercises throughout his most formative, retentive, and 
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absorptive years, at which his memory was at its best. This at least is as Quintilian 
described the primum tempus, quod initia litterarum sola memoria constant, quae non 
modo iam est in parvis sed tum etiam tenacissima est.62 Secondly (and in this connection), 
it is precisely because WKHVH H[HUFLVHV ZHUH HOHPHQWDU\ WKDW WKH\ UHYHDO µWKH ORZHVW
common denominator of training and reveal the basic conceptions of language, categories 
of composition, and modes of thought which informed both the production and the 
UHFHSWLRQ RI UKHWRULFDO DQG RWKHU WH[WV¶63  Just as ancient rhetorical handbooks use the 
ODQJXDJHRIµPRXOGLQJ¶RUµLPSULQWLQJ¶WKHstudent in praise of the progymnasmata, so too 
GR PRGHUQ VFKRODUV WDON DERXW KRZ WKH\ WUDLQHG µUHIOH[HV¶64 Returning to where it all 
began for Imperial historians ± in the schoolroom with the progymnasmata ± indicates that 
even this earliest experience of composition could continue to inform historical narrative 
decades later.  
The Mithridatic Narrative 
This second section discusses 'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHRI WKH7KLUG0LWKULGDWLF:DUWKH*DELQLDQ
DQG 0DQLOLDQ ODZV DQG 3RPSHLXV¶ UHWXUQ IURP WKH HDVW LQ %RRNV -37 (69-60 BCE). 
Unlike the earlier books of the Late Republic (25-35), this survives quite complete. My 
treatment of the moral dimHQVLRQRI WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VH[SODQDWLRQRI WKHFDXVHRIHYHQWV LQ
this section will not be exhaustive. My intention is not to give a comprehensive overview 
RI HYHU\PRUDOPD[LPRU FRQFOXGLQJȖȞȫȝȘ LQ%RRNV-37. Rather, I demonstrate how 
Dio presented (veryLPSRUWDQWPLOLWDU\DQGSROLWLFDOHYHQWVVXFKDVWKHFDXVHRI5RPH¶V
repeated failures against Mithridates and Tigranes or the motivations which led to the 
formation of the First Triumvirate, as precipitated by a vice or virtue.   
 
With that in mind, we must also distinguish between three different types of moral 
argument in Dio. Understandably, the person or situation to which an ethical form of 
argument in speech or narrative applies will not always be the same. Firstly, a Late 
RepXEOLFDQVSHDNHUVXFKDV'LR¶V&DWXOXVPD\ZHOODUJXHIRUH[DPSOHWKDW µLW is neither 
appropriate nor of advantage to entrust affairs to any one man¶65 But that of course is not a 
lesson for the monarchist-hLVWRULDQ¶VFRQWHPSRUDU\DXGLHQFHZKRKDGEHHQOiving under a 
monarchy for two centuries. It is a presentation of an argument which would have been 
persuasive to the depicted DXGLHQFHLQWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFQRWWR'LR¶VRZQFRQWHPSRUDU\
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reader under the monarcy. I will refer to this as Type 1 moralising: an explicit moral 
thought in a speech whose referent is the depicted Late Republican audience, not 'LR¶V
third-FHQWXU\ UHDGHU  6HFRQGO\ FHUWDLQPRUDO SUHPLVHV LQ'LR¶V VSHHFKHV RI WKLV SHULRG
relate both to the depicted first-century BCE audience and WR WKHUHDGHURI WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V
own day. $QH[DPSOHPLJKWLQFOXGHDVWDWHPHQWRI'LR¶V&LFHURLQ%RRNµit is easier to 
counsel others than to be VWURQJRQHVHOIXQGHUVXIIHULQJ¶66 Its force is universal, applying 
ERWKWRWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VFRQWHPSRUDU\UHader (didactically), and within the historical context 
described; indeed, as I will show in the next section, this thought is especially relevant to 
WKHULVHDQGIDOORI'LR¶V&LFHUR7KLVLV7\SHPRUDOLVLQJDPD[LPLQDVSHHFKDSSOLFDEOH
to both audiences. Third and finally, there are the ethical premises within the historical 
diegesis in the voice of the didactic narrator. These generally occur at the end of a narrative 
episode as a concluding moral before the transition to a different subject: an example may 
UHDG µIRUZKHQPHQ EHFRPH UHFRQFLOHG DIWHU JUHDW HQPLW\ WKH\ DUH VXVSLFLRXV RIPDQ\
insignificant acts done and of many coincidences; in short, they view everything through 
the lens of their former enmity as if it were done on purpose and with eviO LQWHQW¶67 The 
PD[LP LV GLGDFWLF LWV SXUSRVH LV WR HGLI\ DQG LQVWXFW 'LR¶V UHDGHU %XW LW DGGLWLRQDOO\
explains the underlying cause of an historical event, in this case the cause of hostilities 
between Octavian and M. Antonius. This is Type 3 moralising: a moral thought in the 
narrative intended to be didactic as such (to instruct the contemporary reader), but which 
explains an event long in the past. This has persuasive value. The educated reader of the 
third century, having also been trained in the progymnasmata, can be expected to accept 
already the veracity of that maxim: and by making that maxim his explanation of an 
historical event, Dio convinces the reader of his narrative interpretation. I will refer to 
these three Types in the analysis to follow. 
 
Beginning that analysis. Some historical context is important. By 69 BCE, the Third 
Mithridatic War between Rome and Mithridates VI of Pontus with Tigranes II of Armenia 
had already been in train for four years. It was a drawn-out affair. The repeated escapes of 
Mithridates and Tigranes were a source of continuing frustration and embarrassment at 
Rome. The protracted and unsuccessful nature of the war would lead, ultimately, to the lex 
Manilia of 66 BCE, transferring supreme command to Pompeius in place of L. Licinius 
Lucullus. Dio treats this lex Manilia as a further example of discord between Senate and 
SHRSOHWKHXUEDQSOHEVVHHLQJWKH6HQDWH¶VUHMHFWLRQRIIXUWKHUSRZHUVIRUWKHLUIDYRXULWH
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Pompeius, were furious (ĲΥὸ ʌȜΥ?șȠȢ įİȚȞΥ?Ȣ ΥἠȖĮȞȐțĲİȚand the Senate for their part 
persisted in their opposition (ΥἀȖĮȞȐțĲȘıȚȢ ȝΥ?Ȟ ȖΥὰȡ țĮΥ? ΥἀȞĲȚȜȠȖȓĮ țĮΥ? ĲȩĲİ ʌĮȡΥὰ ĲΥ?Ȟ
įȣȞĮĲΥ?Ȟ). In the end the measure was passed, but only ± as Dio interprets ± after Caesar 
and Cicero both used the occasion to court the favour of the plebs. Cicero, the historian 
writes, wanted to use this opportunity in order to get control over the state (ĲȒȞ Ĳİ
ʌȠȜȚĲİȓĮȞΥἄȖİȚȞΥἠȟȓȠȣ). More significantly, Caesar supported Pompeius because he wanted 
to make him envied for his success and thus destroy him more quickly (ĲΥὸȞȆȠȝʌȒȚȠȞțĮΥ? 
ΥἐʌȚĳșȠȞȫĲİȡȠȞ țĮΥ? ΥἐʌĮȤșȑıĲİȡȠȞ Υἐț ĲΥ?Ȟ įȚįȠȝȑȞȦȞ ȠΥ? ʌȠȚΥ?ıĮȚ).68 The lex Manilia was 
WKXV LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V YLHZ DQ H[SUHVVLRQ RI IUDJPHQWDWLRQ EHWZHHQ6HQDWH DQGSHRSOH
and of ambition and hostility on the part of Cicero and Caesar.  
 
%XWWKLVWLPHRIPRUDOWXUSLWXGHEHJDQWKUHH\HDUVHDUOLHULQ'LR¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQZLWKWKH
moral failings of the general Lucullus. The historian writes that WKH JHQHUDO¶V failure to 
keep Mithridates and Tigranes in check in one key episode owed little to strategic error, 
but was rather precipitated by his moral failings. He first narrates the military details: 
Lucullus arrived at Talaura to beseige the Pontic king, but he remained behind his walls; 
and news arrived that Tigranes was approaching with hiVDUP\/XFXOOXV¶DUP\PXWLQLHG. 
The army followed Lucullus away from Talaura to a crossroads and then, contrary to his 
order, marched away to Cappadocia.69 After recounting these historical details, Dio pauses 
the diegesis to interpret the cause of the disaster in his own authorial voice. It is structured 
in a manner remarkably like fable:  
 
No one should be surprised that Lucullus, who had been the most skilled 
Roman general, first of the Romans to cross the river Taurus with an army as to 
war, who had previously vanquished two powerful kings and would have 
captured them if he had actually wished to end the war quickly, was not now 
able to control his men, and that they were constantly mutinying and finally 
deserted him. For he asked a lot of them, was unapproachable, strict in his 
demands of work, and unmerciful in his punishments ʌȠȜȜȐ Ĳİ ȖȐȡ ıĳȚıȚ
ʌȡȠıȑĲĮĲĲİ țĮΥ? įȣıʌȡȩıȠįȠȢ ΥἀțȡȚȕȒȢ Ĳİ ΥἐȞ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἔȡȖȦȞ ΥἀʌĮȚĲȒıİıȚ țĮΥ? 
ΥἀʌĮȡĮȓĲȘĲȠȢ ΥἐȞ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ ĲȚȝȦȡȓĮȚȢ. He did not understand how to win someone 
over with persuasion or to attach him with mildness or to gratify him with gifts 
RIPRQH\$OORIWKHVHDUHQHFHVVDU\LQDFURZGEXWHVSHFLDOO\LQDQDUP\,W¶V
for this reason țĮΥ? įȚΥὰ ĲȠΥ?șΥ?) that the soldiers obeyed him as long as they were 
doing well and obtained prizes commensurate with their risks; but the moment 
they encountered trouble and felt fear instead of hope, they obeyed him no 
longer. This is proven ĲİțȝȒȡȚȠȞ įΥ? ΥὅĲȚ by the fact that when Pompeius 
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assumed command of this same legion ± for he re-formed the Valerians - he 
kept hold of it without a whisper of revolt. So much does one man differ from 
another ĲȠıȠΥ?ĲȠȞΥἀȞΥ?ȡΥἀȞįȡΥὸȢįȚĮĳȑȡİȚ.70  
 
Dio establishes a causal framework for the mutiny after Talaura which is inherently moral: 
it was VLPSO\ WKH IDLOLQJV LQ /XFXOOXV¶ FKDUDFWHUZKLFK SUHFLSLWDWHG WKH UHYROW ,Q'LR¶V
interpretation this revolt had farther-reaching historical consequences than merely the 
GHOD\ RI WKH JHQHUDO¶V SURJUHVV ,PPHGLDWHO\ DIWHU WKLV H[FXUVXs on the character of 
Lucullus, the historian states that directly because of the mutiny,  Mithridates won back 
most of the territories he had lost, setting back Roman progress in the war (ΥὡȢįΥ? ȠΥ?ȞĲȠΥ?șΥ? 
ȠΥ? ıĲȡĮĲȚΥ?ĲĮȚ ΥἔʌȡĮȟĮȞ ʌΥ?ıȐȞ Ĳİ ΥὀȜȓȖȠȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȡȤΥ?Ȟ Υὁ ȂȚșȡȚįȐĲȘȢ ΥἀȞİțĲȒıĮĲȠțĮΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ
ȀĮʌʌĮįȠțȓĮȞ Υ?ıȤȣȡΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȜȣȝȒȞĮĲȠ 4 0DUFLXV 5H[ IXUWKHUPRUH UHIXVHG WR SURYLGH
Lucullus assistance, on the grounds that Lucullus was unable to control his men (ȠΥὐț
ΥἐʌİțȠȪȡȘıİ ʌȡȩıȤȘȝĮ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ıĲȡĮĲȚȫĲĮȢ ΥὡȢ ȠΥὐț ΥἐșİȜȒıĮȞĲȐȢ ȠΥ? ΥἀțȠȜȠȣșΥ?ıĮȚ
ʌȠȚȘıȐȝİȞȠȢ71 The events within the didactic pause in the narrative, then, are presented 
as having significant historical consequences in the immediate term. 
 
And it is certainly a didactic narrative pause. To make this excursus on a moral theme, Dio 
interrupts the historical diegesis to start this new story about LucXOOXV¶ FKDUDFWHUDQG WKH
mutiny. The diegesis then resumes immediately after that story.  The moral that the reader 
is intended to refer from this stand-alone tale is postponed until the end, and has a 
universal application indicated by the present tense and the absence of definite articles: 
ĲȠıȠΥ?ĲȠȞ ΥἀȞΥ?ȡ ΥἀȞįȡΥὸȢįȚĮĳȑȡİȚ 7KLVFORVLQJPRUDOPHVVDJH± WKDWDPDQ¶VFKDUDFWHULV
everything ± has of course been fully exemplified in the story which precedes it on 
/XFXOOXV¶ YLFHV DQG WKH UHYROW RI WKH DUP\ ,Q WKLV ZD\ LW VHHPV WR PH WKDW 'LR KDV
probably unconsciously, replicated the structure of the fabula for didactic purposes, to 
instruct the reader. But it additionally serves historical-explanatory purposes. By proving 
the veracity of his concluding maxim ĲȠıȠΥ?ĲȠȞ ΥἀȞΥ?ȡ ΥἀȞįȡΥὸȢ įȚĮĳȑȡİȚ LQ WKH VWRU\ RI
/XFXOOXV 'LR LOOXVWUDWHV E\ H[DPSOH WKH IDFW WKDW D PDQ¶V FKDUDFWHU LV RI IXQGDPHQWDO
importance in military and political matters. This then renders his interpretation of the 
causes of the revolt and the consequent fallout ± 0LWKULGDWHV¶VXFFHVVIXO UHFDSWXUHRIKLV
ODQGDQG5H[¶VUHIXVDOWRVHQGKHOS± more valid and persuasive. This form of moralising 
(Type 3) replicates the structure of the fabula not only to demonstrate by example the truth 
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of a moral statement in the narrative ZKLFK'LR¶VUHDGHUZLOODOUHDG\KDYHDFFHSWHd; but, 
having proven it, then makes that accepted moral thought a causal factor of history.  
 
/XFXOOXV¶ SRYHUW\ RI JRRG ΥἔșȠȢ, articulated in the fabula-structure with its concluding 
valorised moral, thus had immediate historical consequences. But it exerted further 
ramifications in the medium-WHUP WKH SURORQJLQJ RI WKH 0LWKULGDWLF :DU DQG 5RPH¶V
response to this problem in the form of the Gabinian and Manilian laws (more 
personalpower for Pompeius). On the one hand, Dio suggests that Lucullus prolonged the 
war deliberately in any case, in order to secure further authority and prestige for himself. 
While in 69 BCE Mithridates was negotiating an alliance with Parthia, Dio intimates 
/XFXOOXV¶GHOLEHUDWHLQDFWLYLW\µKHGLGQRWIROORZhim up, but allowed him to reach safety 
at his leisure; and because of this he was accused of refusing to end the war, in order to 
hold command longer¶ (ΥὅʌȦȢΥἐʌΥ? ʌȜİΥ?ȠȞΥἄȡȤΥ?).72 Lucullus was not the first general to use 
war to cling WRSRZHULQ'LR¶VYLHZ: in 67 BCE, Q. Caecilius Metellus attacked the Cretans 
LQVSLWHRIWKHLUUHFHQWWUHDW\ZLWK5RPHµEHFDXVHRIKLVHDJHUQHVVIRUSRZHU¶įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮȢ
Ĳİ ΥἐȡΥ?Ȟ). 73  2Q WKH RWKHU KDQG WKHUH FDQ EH QR GRXEW WKDW /XFXOOXV¶ PRUDO IDLOLQJV
LQDGYHUWHQWO\SURWUDFWHGWKHZDULQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQWRR7KHHWKLFDOWKRXJKWRI
the epimythium,  ĲȠıȠΥ?ĲȠȞΥἀȞΥ?ȡΥἀȞįȡΥὸȢįȚĮĳȑȡİȚH[SODLQVZK\WKHJHQHUDOFRXOGQot stop 
Mithridates from undoing Roman advances in Asia and could not draw upon Rex for 
assistance, thus setting back progress in that theatre: his troops were simply bound to 
desert him.   
 
This inability to bring the Third Mithridatic War to a swift conclusion had political 
consequences at Rome LQ'LR¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ WRR LQ WKHIRUPRIWKH lex Gabinia. In his 
assessment of the causes of the controversial law, Dio states that because the Romans had 
been kept busy by Mithridates and Tigranes, piracy in the Mediterranean had been allowed 
to flourish unhindered (ĲΥ?ȞȖΥὰȡ Υ?ȦȝĮȓȦȞʌȡΥὸȢĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȞĲȚʌȠȜȑȝȠȣȢ ΥἀıȤȠȜȓĮȞΥἀȖȩȞĲȦȞΥἐʌΥ? 
ʌȠȜΥ? ΥἤțȝĮıĮȞ ʌȠȜȜĮȤȩıİ Ĳİ ʌİȡȚʌȜȑȠȞĲİȢ țĮΥ? ʌȐȞĲĮȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥὁȝȠȓȠȣȢ ıĳȓıȚ
ʌȡȠıĲȚșȑȝİȞȠȚ). 74  ,W LV KDUGO\ SRVVLEOH QRW WR LQIHU WKDW LQ 'LR¶V Yiew the costly and 
GLVWUDFWLQJ5RPDQSUHRFFXSDWLRQZLWK0LWKULGDWHV FDXVHGRQ WKHRQHKDQGE\/XFXOOXV¶
GHOLEHUDWHSUHYDULFDWLRQIRUWKHVDNHRIįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮDQGRQWKHRWKHULQDGYHUWHQWO\EHFDXVHRI
his poor ΥἔșȠȢ, generated the desperate pirate situation of 67 BCE DQG*DELQLXV¶UHVSRQVHWR
it.   
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In the speeches of Pompeius and Catulus ZKLFK IROORZ WKLV LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI 'LR¶V WKH
historian uses several sententiae and later another fabula-structure to explain the moral 
causation of major political and miliary crises. , KDYH DOUHDG\ LOOXVWUDWHG WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V
explanaWLRQRI3RPSHLXV¶PRWLYDWLRQV in speaking in Chapter 3: he pretended not to desire 
the command, because he knew that appearing forced to accept it would bring him glory 
(įȩȟĮDQG WKDW MHDORXV\ ĲΥὸ ΥἐʌȓĳșȠȞȠȞ) would surely follow if he seemed to have been 
eager.75 3RPSHLXV¶ JRDO LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V SUHVHQWDWLRQ ZDV WKHUHIRUH WR VHFXUH SRZHU
without incurring ĳșȩȞȠȢ; this is important.  
 
,QKLVVSHHFK'LR¶V3RPSHLXVHPSOR\VRQly one sententia. It is of what I have called Type 
2 moralising: a moral thought within a speech which has a universal force in that it applies 
ERWKWRWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VWKLUG-century reader  (as instructive didacticism) and to the depicted 
Late Republican audience (here the people in a contio). Superficially read, the sententia of 
'LR¶V3RPSHLXVLVDPHUHJHQHUDOLVDWLRQRQWKHHWKLFVRISRZHU+RZHYHULWLQIDFWVHUYHV
DVWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIRQHRIWKHUHDVRQVIRUWKHVSHDNHU¶VVXFFHVVLQWKH
contio that year, and as his prediction, or foreshadowing, of what the historical 
consequences of the lex Gabinia will turn out to be. His Pompeius states: 
 
And so if any of you carries on demanding this of me, consider this: all 
positions of power are causes both of envy and hatred țĮΥ? ΥἐʌȓĳșȠȞĮțĮΥ? 
ȝȚıȘĲΥὰ ʌȐȞĲĮ$QGDOWKough you do not care about this fact ± it is shameful 
that you pretend to  ± nevertheless, it would be most grievous to me. And I 
confess that I am not as vexed or grieved by any one of the dangers of these 
wars as I am by such an attitude as that. For what man in his right mind could 
live happily along men who envy him (ΥἡįȑȦȢʌĮȡΥ? ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȠȚȢĳșȠȞȠΥ?ıȚȞĮΥὐĲΥ? 
ȗΥ?Ș? And what man would willingly carry out public business, if destined only 
to stand trial if he fails or be envied if he succeeds (ΥἂȞ įΥ? țĮĲȠȡșȫıΥ?, 
ȗȘȜȠĲȣʌȘșȒıİıșĮȚ?76 
 
The trope was of course easy enough to recycle: those invested with great power ought to 
expect to be envied for it. In Chapter 5 I will demonstrate how Cassius Dio embedded the 
problem of mutual ĳșȩȞȠȢ in a startling proportion of his Late Republican speeches only 
IRU WKH SUREOHP WR GLVDSSHDU DIWHU $XJXVWXV¶ VXFFHVVLRQ LQGLFDWLQJ LWV SODFH ZLWKLQ KLV
interpretative framework for this period; but this is not my aim here.  Rather, I am 
concerned with the role of the moral thought within 'LR¶V KLVWRULFDO H[SODQDWLRQ When 
considered in conjunction with the preceding authorial statement that Pompeius had to 
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employ recusatio imperii to acquire his desired command without attracting ĳșȩȞȠȢ, the 
VSHDNHU¶V JQRPLF VWDWHPHQW ± µDOO SRVLWLRQV RI SRZHU DUH FDXVHV RI HQY\ DQG KDWUHG¶
acquires an important explanatory dimension. The sententia is both the motivating factor 
RI 3RPSHLXV¶ dissimulatio and the means whereby it attains its objective. The moral 
thought contained within the maxim that all positions of power cause envy and hatred is so 
LQWHJUDO WR'LR¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRI WKHKLVWRULFDOVLWXDWLRQ WKDW WKHVSHHFKZRXOGQRWEHILW
for purpose without it. In both his own authorial voice and in the corresponding sententia 
of Pompeius itself, Dio sets out his consistent argument: ĳșȩȞȠȢ was a real risk within the 
Republican framework of power-sharing in 67 BCE, and that it is precisely by manipulating 
those concerns ± disingenuously, as I showed in the previous chapter ± that Pompeius 
succeeded.  In this way, Dio deploys the seemingly uninventive repetition of a moralising 
compositional unit drilled in the progymnasmata, both to set out the rationale behind 
3RPSHLXV¶DFWLRQVDQGWKHFDXVHRIKLVVXFcess.  
 
The response of 'LR¶V&DWXOXVSLFNVXSWKLVUHIUDLQ. In a fragment of what must be the end 
RIKLVRUDWLRQZKLFKLVODFXQRVHKHLVPDGHWRSUHGLFWWKDWµKLVSRVLWLRQDVPRQDUFKRYHU
DOO\RXUSRVVHVVLRQVZLOOQRWEHIUHHIURPHQY\¶ȠΥ?ĲİΥἀȞİʌȓĳșȠȞȠȞΥἔıĲĮȚĮΥὐĲΥ? ʌȐȞĲȦȞĲΥ?Ȟ
Υ?ȝİĲȑȡȦȞ ȝȠȞĮȡȤΥ?ıĮȚ77 7KLV WKRXJKW ZKLFK RI FRXUVH UHVSRQGV WR 3RPSHLXV¶ HDUOLHU
universal sententia on the relationship between power and jealousy, in fact seems to me to 
IXQFWLRQ DV WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ SUHGLFWLRQ WKURXJK KLV VSHDNHU RI WKH KLVWRULFDO
consequences of the extraordinary honour of the lex. In his account of 63 BCE Dio records 
3RPSHLXV¶ WULXPSKDQW UHWXUQ WR ,WDO\DIWHU IRXU \HDUV¶ FDPSDLJQLQJDJDLQVWSLUDWHV LQ WKH
Mediterranean and against Mithridates and Tigranes in Asia. Arriving at Brundisium 
twenty years after Sulla had, he symbolically disbanded his forces: µfor, because he 
understood that the deeds of Marius and Sulla were hateful to men, he did not wish to 
cause them fear, even for a few days, that they would suffer any repetition of those 
FLUFXPVWDQFHV¶78  
 
According to Dio, he came to regret that decision three years later, and specifically because 
of ĳșȩȞȠȢ. In 60 BCE, Pompeius successfully had L. Afranius and Q. Metellus Celer 
appointed consuls, hoping to accomplish political matters through their influence (ΥἐȜʌȓıĮȢ
įȚΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ȝȐĲȘȞ ʌȐȞșΥ? ΥὅıĮ ΥἐȕȠȪȜİĲȠ țĮĲĮʌȡȐȟİȚȞ), and wishing especially to have his 
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territorial arrangements in the East and land for his veterans ratified. 79  Afranius and 
Metellus had been his legati under the terms of the lex Gabinia. In that respect, another 
SUHGLFWLRQ RI'LR¶V&DWXOXV WKDW WKH FRPmand would grant Pompeius political leverage 
through the appointment of legati, LV YHU\ DVWXWH WKH SUHGLFWLRQ LV 'LR¶V KLQGVLJKW
SUHVHQWHG DV&DWXOXV¶ IRUHVLJKW80 +RZHYHU3RPSHLXV¶ SODQEDFNILUHG DFFRUGLQJ Wo Dio, 
his former legate Metellus, now consul, opposed every one of his acts. Metellus, Dio 
records, was so vehement in his opposition that Pompeius had him put in prison. The 
FRQVXO¶V UHVSRQVH ZDV VLPSO\ WR FRQYHQH WKH 6HQDWH WKHUH81 In this context, Dio then 
interprets that the ĳșȩȞȠȢ, which his Pompeius cited in his sententia as a false rejection of 
the lex Gabinia and which in response his Catulus presaged would come to claim 
Pompeius, was a prediction come true: 
 
And so, since he could accomplish nothing because of Metellus and the others, 
Pompeius declared that they were jealous of him ĳșȠȞİΥ?ıșĮȓ Υ?ʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ
and that he would communicate this to the people. However, as he feared that 
he might fail to win them over too and incur even greater shame, he abandoned 
his demands. Thus he realised that did not have any real power, but only the 
name and the envy for the positions he had once held ĲΥὸ ȝΥ?ȞΥὄȞȠȝĮțĮΥ? ĲΥὸȞ
ĳșȩȞȠȞΥἐĳΥ? ȠΥἷȢΥἠįȣȞȒșȘʌȠĲΥ? İΥἶȤİȞ,QIDFWKHUHFHLYHGQREHQHILWIURPWKHP
and regretted disbanding his legions and leaving himself at the mercy of 
his opponents ȝİĲİȝȑȜİĲȠ ΥὅĲȚ ĲȐ Ĳİ ıĲȡĮĲȩʌİįĮ ʌȡȠĮĳΥ?țİ țĮΥ? ΥἑĮȣĲΥὸȞ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ΥἐȤșȡȠΥ?ȢΥἐȟȑįȦțİ82 
 
I have digressed far from the original universalising sententia RI'LR¶V3RPSHLXVWKDWµDOO
SRVLWLRQV RI SRZHU DUH FDXVHV RI HQY\ DQG KDWUHG¶. But this has been necessary to 
demonstrate the sophistication with which Dio weaved that moral thought into his 
explanation RI WKH ULVHDQG IDOORI3RPSHLXV¶SRZHU LQ WKHVBy having his Pompeius 
bring to the fore concerns about the relationship between power and envy in a 
universalising moral language in his recusatio, Dio did not merely insert a moralising 
commonplace. Rather, he emphasised his evaluation of the real historical problems that 
Pompeius had to face in the lex Gabinia, and the motivations which precipitated the choice 
of recusatio imperii as a tactic. Then, by having his Catulus respond to that sententia with 
a prediction about the ĳșȩȞȠȢ great powers would bring, the historian articulates his own 
interpretation of the risks of great authority under the Late Republic ± risks which, in his 
take on the events of 60 BCE, turn out to be a significant causal factor in the course of 
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events. Significant indeed: LQ 'LR¶V YLHZ 3RPSHLXV HQWHUHG WKH )LUVW 7ULXPYLUDWH ZLWK
Caesar and Crassus in the very \HDURIKLVHPEDUUDVVPHQWDWWKHKDQGVRI0HWHOOXV¶ĳșȩȞȠȢ 
SUHFLVHO\ EHFDXVH KH ZDV µQRW DV VWURQJ DV KH KRSHG WR EH¶ ȠΥ?ĲΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ ΥὅıȠȞ ΥἤȜʌȚıİȞ
Υ?ıȤȪȦȞ83 ,QWKLVZD\WKHPRUDOODQJXDJHRI3RPSHLXV¶sententia is used to set in motion 
a chain of historical events which one must look beyond the speech itself to understand. 
This strikes me as the subtle and sophisticated development of a causal interpretation 
which begins with a moral thought and ends with the consequences of that thought: 
3RPSHLXV¶ LPSRWHQFH DW WKH KDQGV RI KLV ULYDOV¶ HQY\ DQG WKH IRUPDWLRQ RI WKH )LUVW
Triumvirate. Cassius Dio shows considerable planning of and command over his material.  
 
Another two sententiae LQ&DWXOXV¶RUDWLRQDJDLQVW WKHGabinian law demonstrate further 
'LR¶V WHQGHQF\ WRHPEHGDQH[SOLFLWPRUDOGLPHQVLRQZLWKLQKLV IUDPHZRUNRIKLVWRULFDO
causation. Both of these are of what I have called Type 1: explicit ethical statements within 
a speech which relate not to the third century, but exclusively to the depicted historical 
context and audience. Indeed, as I have discussed in Chapter 2, the historian seems to me 
to have clearly based both of these following sententiae on the objections of Q. Lutatius 
&DWXOXVDQG4+RUWHQVLXV+RUWDOXVZKLFKKHIRXQGSUHVHUYHGLQ&LFHUR¶VDe Imperio. By 
virtue of that relationship with the contemporary Latin material, these sententiae are 
particularly suitable as a means of historical explanation. His Catulus¶ statement, which 
both begins and ends with gnomic maxims, is worth quoting in full: 
 
For my part, I say that one should never entrust such great positions of 
power, one after another, into the hands of one man ĳȘȝȚįİΥ?ȞȝȘįİȞΥ? ΥἑȞΥ? 
ΥἀȞįȡΥ? ĲȠıĮȪĲĮȢțĮĲΥὰ ĲΥὸ ΥἑȟΥ?ȢΥἀȡȤΥὰȢΥἐʌȚĲȡȑʌİȚȞ)RUWKLVLVQRWRQO\IRUELGGHQ
E\ ODZ EXW KDV SURYHQ WR EH PRVW SHULORXV E\ RXU H[SHULHQFH ʌİȓȡΥ? 
ıĳĮȜİȡȫĲĮĲȠȞ ΥὂȞ ʌİĳȫȡĮĲĮȚ :KDW PDGH 0DULXV ZKDW KH EHFDPH VR WR
speak, was nothing else than being entrusted with so many wars in a very short 
space of time and being made consul six times in the briefest period. In the 
same way, Sulla became what he was precisely because he commanded our 
armies for so many years in succession, and was later appointed dictator, then 
consul. For it does not lie in human nature for a person ± I speak not only 
of the young, but of the mature as well ± to be willing to abide by ancestral 
customs after holding positions of authority for a long time ȠΥὐ ȖȐȡΥἐıĲȚȞΥἐȞ
ĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȦȞ ĳȪıİȚ ȥȣȤȒȞ ȝΥ? ΥὅĲȚ ȞȑĮȞ ΥἀȜȜΥὰ țĮΥ? ʌȡİıȕȣĲȑȡĮȞ ΥἐȞ
ΥἐȟȠȣıȓĮȚȢ ΥἐʌΥ? ʌȠȜΥ?Ȟ ȤȡȩȞȠȞ ΥἐȞįȚĮĲȡȓȥĮıĮȞ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌĮĲȡȓȠȚȢ ΥἔșİıȚȞ ΥἐșȑȜİȚȞ
ΥἐȝȝȑȞİȚȞ84 
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&OHDUO\ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V DJHQGD LQ LQVHUWLQJ WKHVH WZR JHQHUDO VWDWHPHQWV RQ WKH HWKLFV RI
power at the beginning and end of this excerpt is not didactic. The universality is 
confirmed by the language of human nature and the present tenses; but these are a 
representation of such ethical concerns as an optimate politician of the Late Republic 
would raise with his audience (and, as I have argued in Chapter 2, probably did raise). 
Cassius Dio, as a monarchist, did not hold these views, and probably did not expect his 
reader to accept them either: monarchy was a reality, and that was that.85 
 
Instead, these sententiae IDFLOLWDWHWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHLQFRPSDWLELOLW\RI
the Republican system of annual magistracies with the desire of elites to wield power; and 
WKH\ IXUWKHUPRUH DUWLFXODWH KLV RZQ YLHZ RI WKH KLVWRULFDO FDXVH RI0DULXV¶ DQG 6XOOD¶V
degeneration into tyranny.86 By making explicit reference to both of these figures, and 
inbetween the two sententiae on the relationship between power and moral corruption, 
'LR¶V &DWXOXV GRHV QRW GHOLYHU simply a moralising discourse.  Rather, he voices the 
historiaQ¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ0DULXVDQG6XOODKDGVHWDSUHFHGHQWIRUDPELWLRXVJHQHUDOVLQD
competitive Senate ± a precedent being repeated by Pompeius in 67 BCE. Dio deliberately 
GUDZVSDUDOOHOVEHWZHHQ3RPSHLXV¶XQFRQVWLWXWLRQDOPLJKt and that of his predecessors in 
order to demonstrate that he belonged in a chain of Late Republican generals who vied for 
įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ. These sententiae therefore seem to me, on the one hand, to look back in history, 
stating WKH FDXVH RI 0DULXV¶ DQG 6XOOD¶V HDUOLHr corruption. But they additionally look 
forward, prognosticating that Pompeius, like his ancestors, will vie for control over the 
ʌȠȜȚĲİȓĮMXVWDVWKH\GLG 
 
Finally, this prognostication later comes true in the Roman History. In a similar fashion to 
the foreshadowing of 'LR¶V &DWXOXV WKDW WKH lex Gabinia would bring ĳșȩȞȠȢ to its 
beneficiary (which it later did), so here again does the historian use his speaker as a 
medium of historical explanation through moral sentiment. In his third and final sententia, 
'LR¶VRUDWRUVWates that great honours and powers magnify and then corrupt their holders. 
This sententia, again, is based upon the genuine historical arguments of the optimates 
DJDLQVW3RPSHLXV¶SRZHULQWKHHDUO\VZKLFK'LRIRXQGLQ&LFHUR, as I have suggested 
in Chapter 2. Catulus argues: 
 
For who does not know that it is neither fitting nor of advantage to entrust all 
our affairs to one man, and to make one man master of all our existing 








possessions, even if he is the finest of all? For great honours and excessive 
powers magnify and then destroy even these men (ĮΥἵ ĲİȖΥὰȡȝİȖȐȜĮȚĲȚȝĮΥ? 
țĮΥ? ĮΥ? Υ?ʌȑȡȠȖțȠȚΥἐȟȠȣıȓĮȚțĮΥ? ĲȠΥ?ȢĲȠȚȠȪĲȠȣȢΥἐʌĮȓȡȠȣıȚțĮΥ? įȚĮĳșİȓȡȠȣıȚȞ.87 
 
This prognostication RI 3RPSHLXV¶ PDJQLILFDWLRQ FRUUXSWLRQ DQG XOWLPDWH GHVWUXFWLRQ
PHHWV LWV FRQILUPDWLRQ LQ 'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH RI WKH %DWWOH RI 3KDUVDOXV ORQJ DIWHU WKH lex 
Gabinia, in 48 BCE. The historian first recounts the details of the battle itself: the 
exhortations delivered on both sides, the sound of the trumpets and the beginning of the 
HQJDJHPHQWDQGWKHURXWRI3RPSHLXV¶VROGLHUVIROORZLQJWKHLUGHIHDW88 He will shortly go 
RQWRGHWDLO3RPSHLXV¶IOLJKWWR$OH[DQGria and his assassination there.89 But between these 
WZRQDUUDWLYHV'LRLQVHUWVDSDXVHWRUHIOHFWRQWKHFDXVHVRI WKHJHQHUDO¶VGHIHDW ,QWKLV
SDXVH WKH KLVWRULDQ VWUHVVHV 3RPSHLXV¶ FRPSODFHQF\ DQG KLV RYHU-confidence. He had 
usually always been evenly-matched with his enemy and as a result GLGQRWXVXDOO\µWDNH
KLVYLFWRU\IRUJUDQWHG¶ (ʌȡȠİȜȐȝȕĮȞİĲΥ? ȖȞȫȝΥ? ĲΥ?ȞȞȓțȘȞEXWWKLVWLPHµDVKHDVVXPHG
that he would prove greatly superior WR&DHVDUKHWRRNQRSUHFDXWLRQV¶ (ĲȩĲİįΥ? ʌȠȜȜΥ? ĲȠΥ? 
ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢ ʌİȡȚıȤȒıİȚȞ ΥἐȜʌȓıĮȢ ȠΥὐįΥ?Ȟ ʌȡȠİȓįİĲȠ). Dio goes on to detail how: he had 
neither placed his camp in a sensible position nor planned a refuge in case of defeat; and 
rather than waiting for the upper hand, he had charged in headlong, either at the prompting 
RIRWKHUV µRUEHFDXVHKH H[SHFWHG WRZLQDQ\ZD\¶ ΥὅȝȦȢ İΥἴĲİ ΥἐșİȜȠȞĲΥ?Ȣ ΥὡȢțĮΥ? ʌȐȞĲȦȢ
ȞȚțȒıȦȞ). 90  'LR FRQFOXGHV KLV SDXVH RQ 3RPSHLXV¶ FRPSODFHQF\ ZLWK D ORQJ DQG
sententious closing moral: 
 
Because of this, the moment he was defeated he was greatly terrified, and had 
no opportune plan nor secure hope for facing danger again. For whenever an 
event falls upon one unexpectedly and contrary to expectation, it humbles his 
spirit and shocks his reason, so that he becomes the worst and weakest judge of 
what should be done; for reason cannot dwell with panic, but if it occupies the 
ground first, it thrusts the other out boldly; but if it is last on the field, it gets the 
worst of the encounter. 
 
țĮΥ? įȚΥὰ ĲĮΥ?ĲΥ?, ΥἐʌİȚįΥ? ĲȐȤȚıĲĮΥἐȞȚțȒșȘįİȚȞΥ?ȢΥἐȟİʌȜȐȖȘțĮΥ? ȠΥ?ĲİĲȚȕȠȪȜİȣȝĮ
țĮȓȡȚȠȞ ȠΥ?ĲΥ? ΥἐȜʌȓįĮ ȕİȕĮȓĮȞ ΥἐȢ ĲΥὸ ΥἀȞĮțȚȞįȣȞİΥ?ıĮȚ ΥἔıȤİȞ ΥὅĲĮȞ ȖȐȡ ĲȚ
ΥἀʌȡȠıįȠțȒĲȦȢĲȑĲȚȞȚțĮΥ? ȝİĲΥὰ ʌȜİȓıĲȠȣʌĮȡĮȜȩȖȠȣʌȡȠıʌȑıΥ?ĲȩĲİĳȡȩȞȘȝĮ
ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ĲĮʌİȚȞȠΥ? țĮΥ? ĲΥὸ ȜȠȖȚȗȩȝİȞȠȞ ΥἐțʌȜȒııİȚ Υ?ıĲΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ țȐțȚıĲȩȞ Ĳİ țĮΥ? 
ΥἀıșİȞȑıĲĮĲȠȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȡĮțĲȑȦȞ țȡȚĲΥ?Ȟ ȖİȞȑıșĮȚ ȠΥὐ ȖΥὰȡ ΥἐșȑȜȠȣıȚȞ ȠΥ? ȜȠȖȚıȝȠΥ? 
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ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĳȩȕȠȚȢ ıȣȞİΥ?ȞĮȚ ΥἀȜȜΥὰ ΥἂȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ ʌȡȠțĮĲȐıȤȦıȓ ĲȚȞĮ țĮΥ? ȝȐȜĮ ȖİȞȞĮȓȦȢ
ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢΥἀʌȦșȠΥ?ȞĲĮȚΥἂȞįΥ? Υ ıĲİȡȒıȦıȚȞΥἡĲĲΥ?ȞĲĮȚ91 
 
This rather lengthy gnomic moral statement closes the pause in the narrative before its 
UHVXPSWLRQZLWK3RPSHLXV¶PLVJXLGHGIOLJKWWR$OH[DQGULDZKHUHKHZRXOGVXEVHTXHQWO\
GLH,DPDJDLQVWUXFNE\WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VFKRLFHWRLQWHUUXSWKLVKLVWRULFDOGLHJHVLVWRSURYLGH
an excusus on a specific ethical theme ± KHUHWKHVWRU\RI3RPSHLXV¶FRPSODFHQF\± before 
concluding with a universal moral statement at the point of transition from the pause to a 
new historical diegesis. -XVWDVZLWK/XFXOOXV¶IDLOLQJVRIΥἔșȠȢ, the historian postpones the 
concluding moral, which is surely believed by the reader, to the end of the narrative 
reflection which exemplified it ± fulfiling the function of an epimythium. This, again, 
enables didacticism, a process of instruction for the contemporary reader in values they 
could already be expected to share (Type 3).  
 
But it also seems to me a clear explanatory statement, too.  'LR¶V historical argument, 
developed from the third and final sententia of Catulus to the fabula-structure of the 
JHQHUDO¶V complacent over-confidence, is this: the extraordinary powers of the lex Gabinia 
± a confirmation and further expression of PompeiXV¶ įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ RYHU WKH ʌȠȜȚĲİȓĮ like 
0DULXV¶ DQG 6XOOD¶V ± would and did magnify and then destroy him. This prediction of 
'LR¶V &DWXOXV PHHWV LWV ILQDO YDORULVDWLRQ LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V interpretation of the events 
following Pharsalus: the general was simply too sure of his own brilliance to form a 
coherent plan or take precautions. The shock, moreover, at that unexpected defeat denuded 
3RPSHLXVRIDOOKLVĳȡȩȞȘȝĮDQGDVDUHVXOWKHORVWKRSHIOHGWR(J\SWDQGGLHGGreat 
KRQRXUV DQG H[FHVVLYH SRZHUV DV'LR¶s speaker presaged in his sententia, magnify and 
then destroy even great men.  
 
We do not necessarily have to accept that this fundamentally moralising conception of 
historical causes goes back to the unity of composition, moralising, and historical 
knowledge that I have identified in the progymnasmata. We also do not have to accept 
WKDWLQWKHGLHJHWLFSDXVHVIRUWKHVWRU\RI/XFXOOXV¶ ΥἔșȠȢ DQG3RPSHLXV¶DUURJDQFH, with 
their concluding maxims illustrated by example therein, this technique necessarily goes 
back to the schoolroom fabula. I do VXJJHVW WKDW 'LR¶V UKHWRULFDO DQG FRPSRVLWLRQDO
education was the origin of this approach to explaining the causes of past events and 
structuring those explanations. But it is not essential to credit WKLVOLQNEHWZHHQ'LR¶VPRUDO
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thoughts and the progymnasmata in order to see the explanatory purpose of the moral 
dimension in his account of the Late Republic. It may simply be that the historian was 
lacking in the interpretations of previous authors with respect to, for example, the cause of 
the revolt of LucuOOXV¶ soldiers; the protraction of the Mithridatic War; 3RPSHLXV¶LQDELOLW\
to have his Eastern settlements ratified; the formation of the First Triumvirate; or the cause 
RI3RPSHLXV¶GHIHDWDW3KDUVDOXV 
 
7KHFDXVHVRIWKHVHHYHQWVLQ'LR¶s evaluation, were fundamentally generated by a moral 
problem. It is indeed possible that the historian invented those ethical causes; but these 
would not have been unpersuasive to the contemporary perspective. What third-century 
reader educated in the didactic progymnasmata ZRXOGQRWEHOLHYHWKDWDPDQ¶VFKDUDFWHULV
crucially important, or that absolute power corrupts, or that great honour brings with it also 
the risk of great envy? If, then, Cassius Dio lacked inspiration from his sources on the 
precipitation of the major events detailed above, I do not think that he compromised for 
this paucity in a way that was unpersuasive or even incredible. By establishing a skeleton 
of causation in which it is the moral and emotive aspect of human behaviour which drives 
forward historical action, Cassius Dio was not doing anything particularly peculiar. He 
formed an interpretation of the ethical failings of individual actors in the late res publica, 
and his own distinctive assessment of the historical consequences of those failings. He then 
communicated that assessment in a language that his reader would be predisposed, after a 
childhood and adolescence indoctrinated in sententious literature, to credit. Moral 
argument, therefore, could serve as a form of historical evidence or proof, when presented 
to an audience which shared the same moral values. There were worse things an historian 
could do. 
The Exile of Cicero 
Having established this principle, I aim to close with some briefer words on the lengthy 
consolatio de exsilio between Cicero and an unknown philosopher, Philiscus, in Book 38.92 
The exchange has long baffled enquiry. It has produced, to my knowledge, almost no 
FRQFOXVLRQVRQWKHUROHWKHGLDORJXHKDVWRSOD\ZLWKLQ'LR¶Vreconstruction of the collapse 
of the Roman Republic. All scholars assume it to be fiction in both content and context 
with no parallel historical occasion or source.93 I do not challenge this. I do, however, 
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again intend to examine the moral sentiments expressed within it in order to better 
XQGHUVWDQG'LR¶Vexplanatory purposes in writing such a piece.  
 
Where rarely the Cicero-Philiscus consolatio has been studied it has been read as a mere 
MHX G¶HVSULW, possibly written as a philosophical piece for declamation and as a further 
H[DPSOH RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V µVRSKLVWLF¶ WHQGHQFLHV94 Millar writes that it has no function 
within the text whatsoever, except SHUKDSV WR HPSKDVLVH'LR¶VKRVWLOLW\ WRZDUG&LFHUR95 
Fechner, on the other hand, suggests that it in fact treats Cicero favourably as an exponent 
RI WKH µ5HSXEOLFDQ¶ YLUWXHV RI IUHHGRP IUHH VSHHFK DQG concordia.96 Although this is a 
welcome development which attempts to situate the exchange in relation to 'LR¶V broader 
thematic ideas, Kemezis is right to state that this brings us no closer to understanding the 
function of the speech within the narrative context.97 Kemezis himself has recently read the 
speecK DV WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ consolatio ad Dionem, a philosophical treatise on coping 
with exile to help Dio himself to come to terms with his own exile from Rome. This is very 
convincing: the number of clues within the Cicero-Philiscus exchange which relate clearly 
WR WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ FDUHHU LQ SXEOLF DQGPLOLWDU\ OLIH SRLQW LQ WKDW GLUHFWLRQ98 I fully 
DFFHSW.HPH]LV¶SHUVXDVLYHDQDO\VLV+RZHYHU WKLV LVQRW WKHRQO\DVSHFW ,QDGGLWLRQ WR
serving as a reflection on exile to comfort the historian himself, it seems to me that the 
PRUDOWKRXJKWVFRQWDLQHGZLWKLQWKLVH[FKDQJHDJDLQIXQFWLRQDV'LR¶VRZQHYDOXDWLRQRI
the historical FLUFXPVWDQFHVDQGFDXVHVZKLFKOHGWR&LFHUR¶VH[LOHLQBCE.  
 
Significantly, the themes that run throughout several sententiae in this dialogue are 
advocacy, favour, and public speech. The applicability of these themes to the historical 
character of Cicero is obvious. But they serve an important purpose in the reconstruction. 
To understand this purpose, a short word on the narrative context is again needed, as Dio 
seems to me to have deliberately paired up the content of these sententiae with that 
context.  
 
In his record of the years 59-58 BCE 'LRKHDYLO\HPSKDVLVHV&LFHUR¶VH[FHVVLYHIUDQNQHVV
of belligerent speech. He writes, for example, that the orator defended M. Antonius over-
vehemently when the latter was implicated in the conspiracy of Catiline: perceiving Julius 
Caesar to be responsible for the accusations against Antonius, he made an ample attack 
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DJDLQVW KLP ʌȜİȓıĲȘȞ«țĮĲĮįȡȠȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἐʌȠȚȒıĮĲȠand, according to Dio, resorted to 
SHUVRQDO LQVXOWVʌȡȠıİȜȠȚįȩȡȘıİȞ99 Caesar, however, did not take the bait. Rather than 
UHWXUQWKHVDOYRKHZDWFKHGIRUKLVRSSRUWXQLW\ĲȠΥ? įΥ? įΥ? țĮȚȡȠΥ? įȚİıțȩʌİȚSUHIHUULQJ
instead to exact retribution secretly and where it would be least expected (ΥἐȞȠΥἷȢΥἥțȚıĲĮΥἄȞ
ĲȚȢʌȡȠıİįȩțȘıİ100  
 
,Q 'LR¶V DVVHVVPHQW WKLV RSSRUWXQLW\ IRU UHYHQJH FDPH LQ WKH SHUVRQ RI WKH WULEXQH 3
Clodius Pulcher. He writes that Caesar, seeing that Clodius owed him a favour for refusing 
to prosecute him for incestum D \HDU HDUOLHU µVHW &ORGLXV VHFUHWO\ DJDLQVW &LFHUR¶
ʌĮȡİıțİȪĮıİ țȡȪĳĮțĮĲΥὰ ĲȠΥ? ȀȚțȑȡȦȞȠȢ After being transferred to the plebeian class 
DQGDSSRLQWHGWULEXQHE\&DHVDU¶VLQIOXHQFH&ORGLXVFRXUWHGWKHIDYRXURIWKHSHRSOHDQG
Senate in order to be able to crush Cicero all the more quickly (ĲĮȤΥ? țĮĲİȡȖȐıİıșĮȚand 
he then brought forward his lex Clodia, proposing retribution for any magistrate who put a 
Roman citizen to death without a trial. Dio writes that, although Cicero was not mentioned 
nominatim LW ZDV FOHDU WKDW &ORGLXV¶ law had been conceived with the orator as its 
principal target.101 
 
In the sententiae which follow both in his interpretation of the development of these events 
and in the Cicero-Philiscus exchange, Dio again uses a universal moral language to 
articulate thHKLVWRULFDOFDXVHRIWKHRUDWRU¶VGRZQIDOO7KHKLVWRULDQLVQRWLJQRUDQWRIWKH
SROLWLFDO GHWDLOV KH VNHWFKHVRXW WKH VLJQLILFDQFH RI&ORGLXV¶ incestum and the Bona Dea 
GpEDFOH&DHVDUDQG&ORGLXV¶DOOHJHGFRPSDFWDQGWKHIRUPHU¶VVXSSRUWIRUKLVELGIRU the 
WULEXQDWHDQGWKHSROLWLFDOLPSOLFDWLRQVRIWKHQHZWULEXQH¶VSURJUDPPHRIUHIRUPVDQGKLV
currying of favour with both the urban plebs and the aristocracy. But it is again the moral 
dimension which Cassius Dio especially chooses to elaborate at great length in his own 
voice: 
 
Clodius hoped that, if he could win over the wealthy to his side, then he would 
HDVLO\GHVWUR\&LFHURZKRVHVWUHQJWKOD\LQRWKHUV¶IHDURIKLPUDWKHUWKDQWKHLU
good opinion įȚΥὰ ĳȩȕȠȞ ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ Υἢ įȚΥ? İΥ?ȞȠȚĮȞ Υ?ıȤȪȠȞĲĮ. For he annoyed a 
great number of people with his speeches, and those who had been helped by 
him were nowhere near as grateful to him as those who had been harmed by 
him were alienated. For people are more ready to be annoyed at what 
irritates them than to be grateful to anyone, and they think that they have 
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repaid their advocates properly with their fee even when their desire is to 
ward off their opponents in some way or another ʌȡΥὸȢ ȖȐȡ ĲȠȚ ĲΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ʌȜİȓȠȣȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȦȞ ʌȡȠȤİȚȡȩĲİȡȠȞ ΥἐʌΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ įȣıȤİȡİıĲȑȡȠȚȢ ΥἀȖĮȞĮțĲİΥ?Ȟ Υἢ 
ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȝİȚȞȩȞȦȞ ȤȐȡȚȞ ĲȚıΥ?Ȟ ΥἔȤİȚȞ țĮΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȝΥ?Ȟ ıȣȞĮȖȠȡİȪıĮıȓ ıĳȚıȚȞ
ΥἀʌȠįİįȦțȑȞĮȚĲΥὸȞȝȚıșΥὸȞȞȠȝȓȗİȚȞĲȠΥ?ȢįΥ? ἀȞĲȚįȚțȒıĮȞĲĮȢ ΥἀȝȪȞİıșĮȚĲȡȩʌȠȞ
ĲȚȞΥὰ ʌȡȠĮȚȡİΥ?ıșĮȚ )XUWKHUPRUH &LFHUR KDG PDGH KLPVHOI WKH PRVW ELWWHU
enemies by always trying to get one-up in some way on even the most powerful 
men, and by always using unbridled and excessive frankness of speech to all 
DOLNH ʌĮȡȡȘıȓΥ? ʌȡΥὸȢ ʌȐȞĲĮȢ ΥὁȝȠȓȦȢ ΥἀțȡȐĲΥ? țĮΥ? țĮĲĮțȠȡİΥ? ȤȡȫȝİȞȠȢ +H
hunted eagerly after a reputation for being a powerful speaker and sage like no 
RWKHUHYHQLQSODFHRIEHLQJWKRXJKWDJRRGSHUVRQțĮΥ? ʌȡΥὸ ĲȠΥ? ȤȡȘıĲΥὸȢİΥἶȞĮȚ
įȠțİΥ?ȞAs a result of this fact, and because he was the greatest boaster of all 
men and thought no one equal to himself, but instead in his words and his life 
looked down upon everyone and did not think fit to live in the same manner as 
RWKHUVKHZDVERRULVKDQGKDWHIXOĳȠȡĲȚțȩȢĲİțĮΥ? ΥἐʌĮȤșΥ?Ȣ ΥἦȞDQGDVVXFK
was envied and despised (ΥἐĳșȠȞİΥ?ĲȠțĮΥ? ΥἐȝȚıİΥ?ĲȠHYHQE\ WKRVHKHKDGRQFH
pleased.102  
 
The thrust of the sententia in bold certainly has an universal application: it is a didactic 
lesson within the narrative to the contemporary reader (Type 3). But it again expresses 
'LR¶V RZQ LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI WKH KLVWRULFDO VLWXDWLRQ, and in a language of conventional 
morality that all audiences educated in the moralising progymnasmata could be assumed to 
accept. In his YLHZ&LFHUR¶VH[FHVVLYHʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮDQGSHUVRQDOLQVXOWVQRWRQO\DWWUDFWHGWKH
UHVHQWPHQW RI &DHVDU LQ $QWRQLXV¶ WULDO LQ  BCE; they additionally generated the 
circumstances in which Caesar was able to satisfy that resentment a year later through 
&ORGLXV7KHRUDWRU¶VIDLOXUHVRIFKDUDFWHU± his love of being a good speaker rather than a 
good citizen țĮΥ? ʌȡΥὸ ĲȠΥ? ȤȡȘıĲΥὸȢİΥἶȞĮȚįȠțİΥ?Ȟ, as well as his haughtiness and unbridled 
attacks upon others ± left him bereft of defenders DJDLQVW&DHVDU¶V retribution in 58 BCE. 
There is no reason to believe that the historian himself did not believe in the message of his 
sententia or did not expect his reader to: it would not be difficult to accept the view that 
people more readily resent offence than appreciate kindness, and no longer feel obliged to 
do their benefactors a favour after paying them for services rendered. 
 
It is only after the ratification of the lex Clodia DQG &LFHUR¶V H[LOH KRZHYHU WKDW 'LR
explicitly posits the moral thought of this sententia DV WKHSULQFLSDOFDXVHRI WKHRUDWRU¶V
banishment. For this we need to look to the dialogue of Cicero and Philiscus. According to 
Dio, this latter approached the orator while he was staying in Macedonia, wishing to lift his 
spirits with some improving sentiments. I think it significant that Philiscus focusses on 
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&LFHUR¶VRUDWRU\ in the courts from the beginning, and that the two responding sententiae 
of Cicero also underline that intention. 'LR¶V 3KLOLVFXV ILUVW DFFXVHV KLV LQWHUORFXWRU RI
weeping and wailing in shameful IDVKLRQDQGDVNVKRZµRQHZKRKDVDFWed as an advocate 
WR PDQ\ FRXOG EH VR IHHEOH¶ ΥὡȢ ΥἔȖȦȖİ ȠΥ?ʌȠĲΥ? ΥἄȞ ıİ ʌȡȠıİįȩțȘıĮ ȠΥ?ĲȦ
ȝĮȜĮțȚıșȒıİıșĮȚ« ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?Ȣ įΥ? țĮΥ? ıȣȞȘȖȠȡȘțȩĲĮ103 &LFHUR¶V UHVSRQVH FRQWLQXHV WKLV
reflection on his career as a public speaker, with accompanying maxims: 
 
But it is not the same thing, Philiscus, to speak for others as it is to advise 
oneself (ΥἀȜȜΥ? ȠΥὐįȑȞĲȠȚΥὅȝȠȚȩȞΥἐıĲȚȞΥ? ĭȚȜȓıțİΥ?ʌΥ?ȡΥἄȜȜȦȞĲȑĲȚȞĮȜȑȖİȚȞțĮΥ? 
ΥἑĮȣĲΥ? ıȣȝȕȠȣȜİȪİȚȞ)RUWKHWKLQJVVDLGRQEHKDOIRIRWKHUVDUHPRVWXVHIXO
when they come from a solid and unshaken mind. But whenever some suffering 
RYHUWDNHVRQH¶VVSLULWWKHVSLULWEHFRPHVWurbid and opaque and cannot come to 
reason usefully. It is for this reason, I suppose, that it has been rightly said 
indeed that it is easier to counsel others than to be strong oneself when 




oratorical career, and especially his performances in the courts ± pUHFLVHO\ZKDW LQ'LR¶V
interpretation had caused Caesar to set Clodius against him in the first place and had left 
him devoid of allies. When situated in the context of the preceding narrative, these 
sententiae RI'LR¶VVSHDNHURQWKHWKHPHRIspeaking on the part of others are particularly 
relevant to the historical situation of 58 BCE. 
 
7KLV IRFXV RQ &LFHUR¶V DGYRFDF\ DQG RUDWRU\ FRQWLQXHV WKURXJKRXW $V D SKLORVRSKLFDO
dialogue that focus is of course couched in the language of loci communes, especially of 
the type amply represented in Plato. 3KLOLVFXV FRPSDUHV &LFHUR¶V FDVH WR WKDW RI
Hippocrates: if he were to fall ill, he would not be averse to accepting the treatment of 
another. Why, then, should this orator not listen too when he is in need of help? In the 
same way, a wordsmith such as he should be readily prepared to hear the words of another 
to cure his own malady of grief.105 'LR¶VFRQFHQWUDWLRQRQWKHKHUHKLJKO\ relevant theme 
of oratory ± of words, counsel, and advocacy ± is still evident here even in spite of the 
PHGLFDO FRPPRQSODFH &LFHUR¶V HQWKXVLDVWLF DFFHSWDQFH RI KLV FRXQWHUSDUW¶V PHGLFDO
metaphor then continues in this same vein, returning to the theme of words and speech and 
DFFHSWLQJ3KLOLVFXV¶FRPSDULVRQEHWZHHQWKHWZRSURIHVVLRQVµIRU words, like medicines, 
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are of many properties and potencies; and so it will not be surprising if you can steep even 
me (İΥ? țĮΥ? ΥἐȝΥ?) in a little philosophy, I, who have been brilliant in the Senate, assemblies, 
and law-FRXUWV¶ 106  The self-aggrandisement thaW WKH KLVWRULDQ H[FRULDWHG LQ &LFHUR¶V
FKDUDFWHU HDUOLHU LV DOO WKHUH%XW LPSRUWDQWO\ WKLV DOOHJRULFDO IRFXV RQ WKH RUDWRU¶V OHJDO
career and the theme of words and public speech enables Dio to go on to set out explicitly, 
through Philiscus, the cause of his exile: 
 
Most of your benefits did not come to you by inheritance in a way that means 
you should take particular personal pains over them. No, they were acquired 
by your own tongue and by your own words ± on account of which you also 
lost them (ΥἀȜȜΥὰ Υ?ʌȩĲİĲΥ?ȢȖȜȫĲĲȘȢțĮΥ? Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲΥ?ȞȜȩȖȦȞıȠȣʌİʌȩȡȚıĲĮȚįȚΥ? ȠΥ?Ȣ
țĮΥ? ΥἀʌȩȜȦȜİȞ. You should not therefore be troubled if your benefits have 
been lost in the same way they were won. Ship-masters, for example, do not 
take it so badly if they suffer great losses; for I imagine that they understand 
how to evaluate the problem sensibly, that the sea which gives wealth also 
takes it away again (ȠΥἶȝĮȚ ĳȡȠȞȓȝȦȢ ΥἐʌȓıĲĮȞĲĮȚ ΥὅĲȚ Υἡ șȐȜĮĲĲĮ Υἡ įȚįȠΥ?ıȐ
ıĳȚıȚȞĮΥὐĲΥὰ țĮΥ? ΥἀĳĮȚȡİΥ?ĲĮȚ107 
 
From his reading of this passage Brandon Jones suggests that the Platonist ship-metaphor, 
DQG VR WRR WKH PHGLFDO DOOHJRU\ GHPRQVWUDWH &DVVLXV 'LR¶V VHOI-advertisement as a 
sophistic intellectual, as indeed does the dialogue as a whole.108 The nautical sententia at 
the end of this excerpt certainly required little skill at invention or particularly profound 
philosophical outlook, and demonstrated a knowledge of classical loci.  
 
But there is much more to this occasion of speech than that. The historian in the first 
instance formed a negativHRSLQLRQRI&LFHUR¶VXQUHVWUDLQHGDQGRIIHQVLYHʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ at the 
incestum trial of M. Antonius, and then posited this directly DV WKH UHDVRQ IRU &DHVDU¶V
anger and consequent desire for revenge. ,QDQH[FXUVXVRQ&LFHUR¶VFDUHHULQSXEOLFOLIHD
moment later, Dio then found a universalising sententia consonant with his view that the 
RUDWRU¶V MDUULQJ ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ and his supercilious character were remembered with greater 
hatred than were his services to others (ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȜİȓȠȣȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȦȞ ʌȡȠȤİȚȡȩĲİȡȠȞ ΥἐʌΥ? 
ĲȠΥ?Ȣ įȣıȤİȡİıĲȑȡȠȚȢ ΥἀȖĮȞĮțĲİΥ?Ȟ Υἢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȝİȚȞȩȞȦȞ ȤȐȡȚȞ ĲȚıΥ?Ȟ ΥἔȤİȚȞ. In that context, he 
was generally despised and LQ'LR¶VYLHZZDV left without allies when the time came to 
defend himself.  
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Finally, in the consolatio de exsilio which follows, the historian brings this interpretation to 
its full explanatory denouement with the sententiae of Cicero and Philiscus. These, 
obviously and deliberately, centre around the theme of forensic oratory and speaking on 
the part of others. 'LR¶V3KLOLVFXVZKRVHUYHVtout court DVDPHGLXPIRUWKHDXWKRU¶VRZQ
historical interpretation, at last VWDWHV H[SOLFLWO\ WKDW LW ZDV&LFHUR¶V FDUHHU LQ WKH FRXUWV
which both furthered and then destroyed him. This was FHUWDLQO\'LR¶VRZQYLHZDVKLV
QDUUDWLYHRI&DHVDU¶Vresentment of Cicero DW$QWRQLXV¶incestum trial confirms. This view, 
moreover, is valorised through a sententia on a nautical metaphor. These sententious 
maxims, indeed, are universalising and commonplace. But their universality ought not to 
blind the reader to tKHLUSODFHZLWKLQ'LR¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHKLVWRULFDOVLWXDWLRQLQ-58 
BCE DQG WKH FDXVDO IDFWRUV ZKLFK SUHFLSLWDWHG &LFHUR¶V H[LOH 7KHPRUDO LV LQ IDFW DQ
LQGLVSHQVLEOHDVSHFWRIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQFKDUDFWHUDQd 
cause in the Late Republic. 
Conclusion 
,Q YLHZ RI&DVVLXV'LR¶V HGXFDWLRQ LQ WKH progymnasmata I find it unsurprising that he 
approached the task of evaluating and writing the past through a transparently moral lens. 
From his earliest experience of writing to his last declamation with the schoolroom 
rhetorician, the ancient elite individual ± and particularly one from a wealthy governing 
background with ample access to education and travel ± did not cease to separate the moral 
from the literary. The belief that when ancient historians such as Dio wrote moral 
sentiments, they did so in the expectation that they would appear banal or unpersuasive to 
their audience, ought to be abandoned. Rather, from this analysis of only two historical 
episodes in the Roman History I conclude that Cassius Dio deployed sententiae in both his 
speeches and narrative to emphasise those moral failings, and especially failures of 
character, which the reader could be expected to recognise from their moralising education 
as a genuine problem. By locating these maxims within a value-system common to both 
himself and his audience, Cassius Dio filled his text with thoughts that were highly 
persuasive to the similarly-educated reader. If modern scholars dislike to read them, that is 
not the important issue.  
 
I am more surprised by the relationship between moral sentiment and historical 
H[SODQDWLRQ KRZHYHU )RU DOO LWV XQLYHUVDOLW\ &DVVLXV 'LR¶V PRUDOLVLQJ LV VXUSULVLQJO\
astute, and ± to engage in some healthy speculation ± strikes me as not uncreditable. It is 




Romam,109 and more than once that he had saved the Republic,110 might be disliked in 
certain quarters: I have already mentioned in Chapter 2 that Asinius Pollio detested him 
and wrote amply to that effect. If Cassius Dio viewed the events of 59-58 BCE through the 
lHQV RI WKH PRUDO SUREOHP RI &LFHUR¶V unbridled ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ DQG VHOI-promotion, he was 
perhaps not making a misstep. This ethical argument, moreover, strikes me as complex and 
sophisticated: the historian develops it across half of Book 38, and it is clear that the 
sententiae of the Cicero-Philiscus dialogue on advocacy and public speech are intended to 
demonstrate the ultimate historical ramifications of 'LR¶V HDUOLHUQDUUDWLYH sententia: that 
men are readier to remember insults and offences than they are benefactions rendered. 
Only by being prepared to accept the moral sentiments within the Cicero-Philiscus 
exchange from the perspective of the ancient reader ± which involves also considering the 
didactic curriculum in which both the narrator and reader were trained ± can its 
explanatory purpose within the narrative context be realised.  
 
:KDWLVKDSSHQLQJKHUHLVQRWPHUHO\DUHIOHFWLRQRIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VVFKRROLQJ5DWKHUWKH
process of learning to compose history ± the genre taken so often as a model for imitation 
and a source of factual knowledge in school ± inculcated in the writer a moralising 
conception of history itself. Through the fabula, the ancient pupil learned to approach 
narrative as the exemplification and validation of moral thoughts. My focus in this chapter 
KDV SUHGRPLQDQWO\ EHHQ RQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V sententiae. But the stand-alone excursus on 
/XFXOOXV¶ ΥἔșȠȢ DQG RQ 3RPSHLXV¶ arrogance at Pharsalus, with their concluding morals 
exemplified and then postponed to the end, seem to me reflections of the impression that 
the schoolroom fabula continued to have upon the way in which narrative was approached 
and structured. In concentrating only on the Mithridatic narrative and the exile of Cicero I 
KDYHKDG WR OHDYH DVLGH'LR¶VPDQ\RWKHU fabula-structures, with their digressive, stand-
alone explorations of a moral story and their concluding epimythia.  
 
I am aware that I will appear to have attempted to subvert a consensus, which still persists, 
WKDW WKH PRUDOLVLQJ FRQWHQW ZLWKLQ 'LR¶V VSHHFKHV DQG LQGHHG ZLWKLQ KLV ZRUN PRUH
generally serves little purpose. The work of a number of scholars to that effect has been 
cited in the introduction to this chapter. However, this consensus seems to me untenable. 
By verbalising his evaluation of the ethical problems which underlay major military and 
political movements in a universal moral language ± a mutinying army, the enfeeblement 
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of Pompeius at the hands of his envious inferiors and his consequent entry into the 
Triumvirate, the exile of Cicero ± the historian rendered his interpretation of these events 
more convincing to the reader, not less.  
 
'LR¶V UHODWLRQVKLS RU ODFN WKHUHRIZLWK FRQWHPSRUDU\/DWLQ VRXUFHVZLWK KLV WLPH DQG
with the moralising tropes of an Imperial rhetorical education need not deter modern 
scholars from recognising the important role the speeches played within his work. The 
FLUFXPVWDQFHV DQG PHWKRGV XQGHU ZKLFK 'LR¶V ZRUN ZDV FRPSRVHG KDYH XVXDOO\ EHHQ
UHFHLYHG DV JURXQGV WR GLVFRXQW WKH HPEHGGHGQHVV RI WKHVH RUDWLRQV ZLWKLQ 'LR¶V
interpretative framework. In my discussion of these three areas I have argued, in fact, that 
precisely the opposite inference ought to be drawn. For a more detailed survey of Cassius 
'LR¶V VL[ KLVWRULFDO IDFWRUV RI FRQVWLXWLRQDO FKDQJH KRZHYHUZHPXVWPRYHEH\RQG WKH
methodological considerations ± which aided, rather than hindered, the use of the speeches 




Section Two: Case-Studies 
Chapter 5: The Defence of the Republic 
Introduction 
In this first case-study I argue that Cassius Dio placed three orations at points of major 
political crisis over a forty-year period to elaborate three problems he perceived as 
germane to the Republic. First, the increasing unviability of the dictatorship as a mode of 
supreme executive power and the imperative for its replacement with monarchy as such. 
Second, the effect of the continued prorogation of military authority abroad upon 
LQGLYLGXDOV¶GHVLUHIRUDEVROXWHSRZHUimperii consuetudo). And third, the inevitability of 
hostile emotion, and especially ĳșȩȞȠȢ, within the competitive senatorial aristocracy and 
the dire political consequences of such emotion. These correspond respectively to Factors 
DQGLQP\RYHUYLHZRI&DVVLXV'LR¶V causation of the collapse of the Republic in the 
Introduction, and I organise this chapter accordingly.1  
 
'LRHPEHGGHGKLVH[SORUDWLRQRI WKHVHFDXVHVRIFRQVWLWXWLRQDOFKDQJHZLWKLQWKUHHµSUR-
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ¶RUDWLRQV WKHdissuasio of Q. Lutatius Catulus on the Gabinian law, which I 
have already discussed in some detail (36.31-&LFHUR¶VDGYRFDF\RIDJHQHUDODPQHVW\
for the Caesarian and tyrannicide factions (44.23- DQG 0 9LSVDQLXV $JULSSD¶V
argument to Octavian for a res publica restituta in the wake of Actium (52.2-13). These 
will be the focus of this study.  
 
The historical significance of each of these occasions of speech, set in the contexts of 67, 
44, and 27 BCE UHVSHFWLYHO\ZLOOEHLPPHGLDWHO\DSSDUHQW(DFKIXQFWLRQVDVDµGHIHQFH¶
of the Republic and the traditional order in response to a key moment of constitutional 
XSKHDYDO DQG LQQRYDWLRQ WKH FRQWURYHUV\ VXUURXQGLQJ 3RPSHLXV¶ DFTXLVLWLRQ RI IXUWKHU
įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ E\PDQLSXODWLQJWULEXQLFLDQOHJLVODWLRQWKHDIWHUPDWKRI&DHVDU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQ 
DQGWKHULVNRIUHQHZHGVWULIHDQG2FWDYLDQ¶VYLFWRU\RYHU0$QWRQLXVDQGKLVSRVLWLRQRI
absolute power. As I will show in the second case-study (Chapter 6: The Enemies of the 
5HSXEOLFWKHVHµWRGHPRFUDF\¶RUDWLRQVSUHVHQWRQO\RQHVLGHRIWKHGHEDWH. The historian 
pairs them with the opposing speeches of Pompeius and Gabinius on the lex Gabinia 
(36.25-26; 36.27- $QWRQLXV¶ laudatio funebris of Caesar (44.36-49), and the 
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monarchist speech of C. Cilnius Maecenas (52.14-40). These, in each instance, attain their 
objective; and their įȝȠțȡĮĲȚțȩȢ counterparts, in each instance, fail to persuade. 
 
$OWKRXJK,ZLOOVXJJHVWKHUHWKDWDOOWKUHHRI'LR¶VµGHIHQFHV¶RIįȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ articulate the 
KLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI WKH VLJQLILFDQFH RI WKH SUREOHPV RI the dictatorship, imperii 
consuetudo, and ĳșȩȞȠȢ ± all of which recur in each oration ± I do not propose that his 
SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKHVH FRQFHUQV ZDV VWDWLF 7KH KLVWRULDQ¶V FRQFHSWLRQ RI WKH 5HSXEOLFDQ
dictatorship noticeably develops between his narrative of the Gabinian law and the 
DIWHUPDWK RI &DHVDU¶V dictatura in perpetuum. This is most clearly articulated in the 
speeches, in which Dio demonstrates the development of different (hostile) ideas about the 
dictatorship from the Republican perspective over WLPH ,Q D VLPLODU IDVKLRQ0DHFHQDV¶
lengthy encomium of monarchy and programme of recommendations for its 
implementation also returns to the problems of the dictatorship, imperii consuetudo, and 
ĳșȩȞȠȢ encountered in the earlier three speeches; but here, too, the point is different. 
Significantly, Cassius Dio uses his speech of Maecenas to set out his own interpretation of 
how those problems were overcome by the Augustan Principate.  
 
I perform this analysis through three investigative sections ± RQHIRUHDFKRI'LR¶V)DFWRUV
of constitutional change. In the first section I explore how Cassius Dio developed a 
conceptual framework of the Republican dictatorship. I suggest that he used the speeches 
of Catulus, Cicero, and Agrippa to argue that the dictatura had grown impractical and 
needed to be replaced by a new plenipotentary power: the monarchy. The historian 
embedded sentiments within these orations which, though not necessarily always his own, 
in each instance present the dictatura as unviable for two principal reasons: the increasing 
conflation in the Republican psychology between the dictatorship and monarchy in its 
degenerate form of tyranny; and the inability of that office to meet the demands of a 
recently-enlarged empire. In the second section (and in this connection), I argue that 
Cassius Dio conceived of the organisation of military power within the empire as a direct 
cause of the autocratic ambitions of Marius, Sulla, Pompeius, and Caesar. This, obviously, 
had significant historical ramifications for the res publica; but I additionally suggest that 
Dio used the speech of Maecenas to underline the solutions to that problem, which his 
Augustus would subsequently pursue. In the third section I argue that Cassius Dio viewed 
ĳșȩȞȠȢ as a distinctly Late Republican moral problem which motivated a striking 
proportion of political activities, and that he brought this concern to its fullest expression in 




compositions other than the three įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ-orations. I will also perform a statistical 
analysis which demonstrates the clear preponderance of ĳșȩȞȠȢ ZLWKLQ'LR¶V DFFRXQW RI
the Late Republic and its complete, and I think significant, disappearance from the 
Augustan books (Books 53-56).  
 
For each section it will furthermore be beneficial to set out the theoretical framework of 
the historical Factor under discussion before beginning the analysis of its elaboration in the 
speeches. This will consider Dio¶VRZQSURJUDPPDWLFVWDWHPHQWVRQWKHVHLVVXHVDQGWKHLU
presentation in earlier sources. It is to that, then, that I turn first in my exploration of the 
SUREOHPRIWKHGLFWDWRUVKLSLQ'LR¶V/DWH5HSXEOLF 
Factor 1: The Dictatura 
&DVVLXV 'LR¶V historical view of the Republican dictatorship must be placed within his 
conception of the nature and role of monarchy. There can, first, be no doubt that the 
historian believed that ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮ was the best form of government under which to live. In a 
long programmatiFVWDWHPHQWDIWHU&DHVDU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQ'LRFRPSDUHVįȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ and 
ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮ7KLVSDVVDJHH[SUHVVHVWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZRIDOOWKUHH)DFWRUVZLWKZKLFKWKLV
chapter is concerned: the problems of sole rule in the form of dictatorship, of the 
distribution of power within the empire, and of the relationship between ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ and 
ĳșȩȞȠȢ. It is worth quoting in full: 
 
Monarchy is not easy on the ear, but it is the best form of constitution (Υἡ 
ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮįȣıȤİȡΥ?ȢȝΥ?ȞΥἀțȠΥ?ıĮȚȤȡȘıȚȝȫĲĮĲȠȞįΥ? ΥἐȝʌȠȜȚĲİȪıĮıșĮȚΥἐıĲȓ. For 
it is easier to find one good man than many of them; and even if that seems 
difficult to some to achieve, the other alternative [of democracy] is necessarily 
impossible, since not all can attain virtue anyway. And so, even if a horrid man 
should attain sole power, he is preferable to the masses of the people who 
are like him (ΥἀȜȜΥὰ ĲȠΥ? ȖİʌȜȒșȠȣȢĲΥ?ȞΥὁȝȠȓȦȞĮΥ?ȡİĲȫĲİȡȩȢΥἐıĲȚȞ«Indeed, if 
there has ever been a strong democracy, it has only been at its best for a short 
time, so long as it had neither the kind of numbers nor strength for the 
envy that results from ambition or the aggrandisements that result from 
prosperity to spring up within it ȝȑȤȡȚȢȠΥ? ȝȒĲİȝȑȖİșȠȢȝȒĲΥ? Υ?ıȤΥ?Ȟ ΥἔıȤȠȞ
Υ?ıĲİΥἢ Υ?ȕȡİȚȢıĳȓıȚȞΥἐȟİΥὐʌȡĮȖȓĮȢΥἢ ĳșȩȞȠȣȢΥἐțĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȢΥἐȖȖİȞȑıșĮȚ. But it 
was impossible for Rome, being so large and ruling over the finest and 
greatest part of the world ʌȩȜȚȞįΥ? ĮΥὐĲȒȞ Ĳİ ĲȘȜȚțĮȪĲȘȞȠΥ?ıĮȞțĮΥ? ĲȠΥ? Ĳİ
țĮȜȜȓıĲȠȣ ĲȠΥ? Ĳİ ʌȜİȓıĲȠȣ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȝĳĮȞȠΥ?Ȣ ȠΥ?țȠȣȝȑȞȘȢ ΥἄȡȤȠȣıĮȞ, and having 
come to rule many and diverse races of men, and having great wealth, and 




ever remain moderate under a democracy (ΥἀįȪȞĮĲȠȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȞ įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓΥ? 
ıȦĳȡȠȞΥ?ıĮȚ).2  
 
This passage is revealing and is of fundamental importance to my reading of how three 
SUREOHPV DUH HODERUDWHG IRU WKH UHDGHU LQ'LR¶V µGHIHQFHV¶ RI įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ. The historian 
asserts, first, that the rule of one man alone will always be preferable to the rule of the 
mob; second, that įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮȚ inevitably generate ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ and that ĳșȩȞȠȢ emerges 
from this; and third, that Rome could not possibly continue under such a system in view of 
the size of its empire. Dio viewed these problems as fundamentally Republican in 
character, and these receive their fullest treatment in the speeches under discussion here. 
Sole rule, simply, was the best form of government to the historian. 
 
Significantly, this is the interpretation that Dio applies to the appointment of the first 
dictator, T. Lartius (or Largius), in 501 BCE after the expulsion of the Tarquins. He writes: 
µWKHPDQ WKRXJKWZRUWK\ RI WKLVSRVLWLRQZDV FDOOHGdictator įȚțĲΥάĲȦȡ DQGKDGSRZHU
equal to that of kings (ΥἐȟΥἴıȠȣĲȠΥ?ȢȕĮıȚȜİΥ?ıȚIRUWKH5RPDQVKDWHd kingship on account 
RI WKH 7DUTXLQV EXW DV WKH\ GHVLUHG WKH EHQHILW RI VROH UXOH ĲΥ?Ȟ į¶ Υἐț ĲΥ?Ȣ ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮȢ
Υ?ĳȑȜİȚĮȞ EHFDXVH LWZDV VWURQJ LQ WKH IDFH RIZDU DQG UHYROXWLRQ WKH\ FKRVH LW XQGHU
another name (ΥἐȞ ΥἄȜȜΥ? ĲĮȪĲȘȞ ΥὀȞȠȝĮĲȚ ΥἕȚȜȠȞĲȠ¶3 Dio, then, treats the dictatorship as a 
form of kingship under another name.  
 
He may not necessarily have been wrong, as it is surely significant that the appointment of 
the first dictator came within a decade of the expulsion of the kings.4 Indeed, we see 
similar in Latin sources from the first century BCE which Dio used. Cicero, in a rare 
moment of praise for M. Antonius, applauds his earlier law abolishing the dictatorship, 
µZKLFK E\ WKLV WLPH KDG FRPH WR SRVVVHVV regia potestas, ripped out of the state by its 
URRWV¶.5 :LWK UHJDUG WR 6XOOD KH IXUWKHUPRUH UHIOHFWHG RQ µXQLYHUVDO GHVWUXFWLRQ RU WKH
GRPLQLRQRI WKHYLFWRULRXV DQGNLQJO\SRZHU¶ dominatus ac regnum), and that after his 
conquest of Marius, Sulla virtually became a king (regnaverit) ZKRµZLWKRXWDGRXEWKDG
regalis potestas.6  Livy, who does not explicitly equate the Republican dictatura with 
monarchy, nevertheless treats the inauguration of T. Lartius as an occasion for great fear 
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on the part of the plebs, who saw their right of provocatio under threat from a single 
unaccountable autocrat.7 The equation of the Republican dictatorship with monarchy began 
long before Dio.  
 
0\ SRLQW KHUH KRZHYHU LV WKDW &DVVLXV 'LR XVHG KLV WKUHH µWR-GHPRFUDF\¶ RUDWLRQV WR
argue that within the Late Republican psychology, the dictatura had become synonymous 
not with monarchy as such, but with monarchy in its degenerate form: tyranny.8 For this 
UHDVRQ LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ E\  BCE such offices had to be abandoned 
altogether and replacHGZLWK$XJXVWXV¶HQOLJKWHQHGGHVSRWLVP ,QKLVVSHHFKRI$JULSSD
'LR KDV KLV RUDWRU DVVHUW WKDW µW\UDQQLHV DUH WKH QDWXUDO SURGXFW RI PRQDUFKLHV¶ ĲΥὰȢ
ĲȣȡĮȞȞȓįĮȢĲΥὰȢ ΥἐțĲΥ?ȢȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮȢ ΥἐțĳȣȠȝȑȞĮȢ9 7KLVRIFRXUVHLVQRW WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQ
view, given his strong approval of monarchy; rather, it is a representation of what Cassius 
Dio conceived of as the motivation in the Late Republic to abandon the supreme executive 
power of the res publica.  
 
The conflation between dictatorship and tyranny had, in fact, a long tradition, beginning 
first in our sources with Cicero and then continuing in Greek historians. Cicero writes in a 
letter to Cassius that with the recent assassination of the dictator Caesar, Rome had been 
liberated not only from a king (non regno sed rege liberati videmur) but from a tyrannus, 
whose injuries against the republic had been avenged with his death (ulta suas iniurias est 
per vos interitu tyranni).10 ,QGHHG KH FRPSDUHV WKH GLFWDWRU¶V SRZHU WR D ĲȣȡĮȞȞȓȢ even 
from the beginning of his de facto monarchy in 49 BCE.11 We should not put too much 
faith in the counter-DUJXPHQWWRWKLV&LFHUR¶VSURWHVWDWLRQLQWKHPro Deiotaro that Caesar 
is non modo non tyrannum, sed clementissimum.12 The speech was delivered before the 
dictator himself. More JHQHUDOO\W\UDQQ\SHUYDGHVWKHRUDWRU¶VRWKHUZRUNVDQGHVSHFLDOO\
in connection with crudelitas;13 this will be important to remember in my analysis of the 
speeches. 
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We are not beholden only to Cicero for Late Republican views of dictators as tyrants, 
either. Such a view is attested also in coinage. According to Dio, in 53 BCE electoral 
competition simmered into bribery and then boiled over into violence. Even in the seventh 
month the vacancies still had not been filled. Unfavourable omens furthermore prevented 
the interreges from addressing the crisis.14 $PRQJWKHFKDRVFRQWLQXDOO\VWUHVVHGLQ'LR¶V
account of this year,15 Pompeius was nominated in absentia as dictator. The historian 
records that the proposal was controversial ± µVLQFHLQUHPHPEHUDQFHRI6XOOD¶VFUXHOW\DOO
KDWHGWKDWRIILFH¶± and that Pompeius accordingly declined.16 However, a silver denarius 
(overleaf, Fig. 1) minted by the son of one of the finally-appointed consuls of that year, M. 
Valerius Messalla Rufus, suggests that some contemporaULHV WKRXJKW WKDW 3RPSHLXV¶
tyrannical ambitions had been thwarted. The obverse features a helmeted bust of Roma 
with a spear; the reverse displays the curule chair of the consul Messalla subordinating a 
royal sceptre and a diadem,17 with the inscription PATRE COS and S C (senatu consulto). 
One interpretation reads this denarius DV D WULXPSKDQW UHVSRQVH WR 3RPSHLXV¶ IDLOHG
manoeuvring for the dictatorship: 18  the symbols of kingship are overcome by the 
successful resumption of Republican magistracies. If so, it would not be the first time 
Pompeius was compared to a tyrant. One aedile remarked upon seeing a white fillet 
DWWDFKHG WR 3RPSHLXV¶ OHJ WKDW LWPDGH OLWWOH GLIIHUHQFHZKHUH RQ KLV ERG\ WKH diadema 
sat.19 Cicero also remarks in a letter to Atticus that Gnaeus noster desired regnum just as 
much as the last dictator had done.20 
 
,Q WKH IRUWKFRPLQJ DQDO\VLV , ZLOO VXJJHVW WKHQ WKDW 'LR XVHG KLV WKUHH µGHIHQFHV¶ RI
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ to communicate to the reader his view that the dictatorship and monarchy, but 
especially monarchy in its degenerate form of tyranny, had become conflated in the 






                                                          
14
 Cass. Dio. 40.45; cf. Cic. Att. 4.17. 
15
 Cass. Dio. 40.17.2, 40.32.5, 40.44.2, 40.45.1, 40.46.1, 40.48.1. 
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7KLVZDVQRW&DVVLXV'LR¶VRQO\EDVLVIRUSUREOHPDWLVLQJWKHdictatura, however, and it is 
not even necessarily distinctive. Earlier Greek sources had already suggested that the 
5HSXEOLFDQGLFWDWRUVKLS UHVHPEOHG W\UDQQ\'LRQ\VLXVGHVFULEHV LW DV µD IRUPRI HOHFWLYH
W\UDQQ\¶ ΥἔıĲȚ ȖΥὰȡ ĮΥ?ȡİĲΥ? ĲȣȡĮȞȞΥ?Ȣ Υἡ įȚțĲĮĲȠȡȓĮ),21  and writes of it as a medium of 
aristocratic control over the masses through tyrannical power.22 Appian, too, writes that 
Sulla µEHFDPHLQWUXWKDNLQJRUUDWKHUDW\UDQW¶WKURXJKIRUFHΥὁ įΥ? ΥἔȡȖΥ? ȕĮıȚȜİΥ?Ȣ ΥὢȞ Υἢ 
ĲȪȡĮȞȞȠȢ ȠΥὐȤ ĮΥ?ȡİĲȩȢ ΥἀȜȜΥὰ įȣȞȐȝİȚ țĮΥ? ȕȓΥ?); 23  and he twice later describes his 
dictatorship as a ĲȣȡĮȞȞΥ?Ȣ.24 As Andreas Kalyvas has argued, DLRQ\VLXV¶ DQG $SSLDQ¶V
illustration of the dictatorship as a form of tyranny directly implicated this office in the 
collapse of the Republic itself.25 
 
In arguing, therefore, that the dictatura as a result of its relationship with tyranny was a 
key factor in the collapse of the Republic and the replacement of its powers by the 
enlightened monarchy of his Augustus, Dio was not doing anything necessarily new. He 
may have formed this idea from his reading of Dionysius or Appian or, just as possibly, 
Cicero. However, where Dio is distinctive lies in two factors: first, his use of the speeches 
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 D.H. AR. 5.73.3; also 5.77.4. 
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 D.H. AR. 5.70.3. 
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 App. BC. 1.98. 7KDW$SSLDQXQGHUOLQHV WKHGLVWLQFWLRQEHWZHHQDȕĮıȚȜİΥ?ȢDQGD ĲȪȡĮȞȞȠȢDQGVWLOO DSSOLHV
ERWKWR6XOODLQGLFDWHVWKDWKHKDVQRWFRQIXVHGDERXWWKHGLIIHUHQFH6XOOD¶VGLFWDWRUVKLSZDVQRWPHUHO\D
kingship, but a tyrannny. 
24
 App. BC. 1.99, 1.101. 
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above all to articulate this point; and second, his bipartite problematisation of the 
dictatorship. Unlike his predecessors, Cassius Dio did not merely argue that the Republican 
dictatura had to be replaced with monarchy so-called solely because of its association with 
tyranny, especially with conventional identifiers of tyranny such as crudelitas. 26  He 
additionally suggests through his speeches that the office had grown unpracticable owing 
to the requirements of the newly-enlarged empire. Its powers therefore had to be replaced 
ZLWK WKRVH RI WKH PRQDUFK ,Q 'LR¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ WKHQ WKH GLFWDWRUVKLS ZDV QRW RQO\
tainted by tyranny and Sullan crudelitas. The legal restrictions, and especially the six-
month term and the domestic prerogative over Italy, meant that it was useless in the face of 
drawn-out exigencies abroad. Why not, then, simply have a monarch? It is not clear 
ZKHWKHUWKLVDUJXPHQWLVGLVWLQFWLYHO\&DVVLXV'LR¶VRwn; to engage in a little speculation, 
its apparent absence from earlier sources may indicate so. Even if this is not the case, 
however, it is striking that Dio develops both of these vitiations of the Republican 
dictatorship concurrently, and ± as I will show in the analysis ± chooses to do so in the 
speeches above all. 
 
,EHJLQWKDWDQDO\VLVZLWK4/XWDWLXV&DWXOXV¶dissuasio (36.31-35). It is clear that where 
the historian intended the words of Pompeius and Gabinius to be mistrusted by the reader, 
the opposite is the case here. In a very different narrative preface to the oration, Dio writes 
that all present honoured and respected Catulus as one who always spoke and acted in their 
best interests (Υ?įȠΥ?ȞĲȠʌȐȞĲİȢĮΥὐĲΥὸȞțĮΥ? ΥἐĲȓȝȦȞΥὡȢĲΥὰ ıȣȝĳȑȡȠȞĲȐıĳȚıȚțĮΥ? ȜȑȖȠȞĲĮΥἀİΥ? 
țĮΥ? ʌȡȐĲĲȠȞĲĮ).27 7KLV LV FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V ODWHU QHFURORJ\ RI KLP WRR KH
records that Catulus safeguarded the public interest the most conspicuously of all men 
alive at that time.28 $FFRUGLQJO\WKHVSHDNHU¶Vexordium unfolds in the same vein: Catulus 
EHJLQV E\ VWDWLQJ WKDW µ\RX DUH DOO FOHDUO\ DZDUH WKDW , KDYH DOZD\V EHHQ H[FHHHGLQJO\
GHYRWHGLQ\RXUEHKDOI4XLULWHV¶29 By design, the reader is supposed to take this assertion 
of patriotic cultivation of the public good at face value; and this makes Catulus an ideal 
YRLFH IRU FRPPXQLFDWLQJ 'LR¶V RZQ KLVWRULFDO LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV %\ HPSKDVLVLQJ KLV
VSHDNHU¶VFRPPLWPHQWQRWWRKLVRZQLQWHUHVWVEXWWRWKHVWDWH¶s, Cassius Dio confirms the 
DXWKRULW\RIWKHVSHDNHUDQGOHQGVSHUVXDVLYHYDOXHWR&DWXOXV¶FRPPHQWVRQWKHKLVWRULFDO
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 E.g. Plat. Rep. 8.566b; Cic., Cat. 2.14; Dom. 75, 94; Fin. 4.31; Inv. 2, 49.144; Cael. 52, 89; Phil. 2.117, 13.18; 
Rep. 2.26, 2.48; Verr. 1.82. On the synonymy of tyranny and cruelty in both Greek and Latin sources cf. 
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28
 Cass. Dio. 37.46.3. 
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situation.30 What we have here, as Münzer noted, is a calm and factual presentation of the 
scope of the proposed innovation:31 it was constructed to be believed. 
 
I will discuss the comments in this speech which pertain to the problems of imperii 
consuetudo and ĳșȩȞȠȢ LQWKHVXFFHHGLQJVHFWLRQVEXWP\SULQFLSDOFRQFHUQKHUHLV'LR¶V
problematisation of the dictatorship. In a revealing passagH WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V &DWXOXV ILUVW
sets out why, in the context of the Mediterranean piracy situation of 67 BCE, even the 
supreme executive power of the res publica, the dictatorship, would be useless. So far from 




But if it is indeed necessary to elect an official alongside the yearly magistrates, 
there is already an ancient precedent, that is, the dictator ʌĮȡȐįİȚȖȝĮ
ΥἀȡȤĮΥ?ȠȞȜȑȖȦįΥ? ĲΥὸȞįȚțĲȐĲȠȡĮ. However, our ancestors did not establish this 
office for every circumstance, nor for a period longer than six months ȠΥ?Ĳİ
ΥἐʌΥ? ʌȜİȓȦȤȡȩȞȠȞΥἑȟĮȝȒȞȠȣ. Therefore, if you do require such an official, it is 
possible for you to engage either Pompeius or any other man as dictator 
without transgressing the law nor failing to deliberate carefully for the 
common good ± on the condition that this be for no longer than the allotted 
time nor outside of Italy (ȝȒĲİ ʌĮȡĮȞȠȝȒıĮıȚ ȝȒĲΥ? ΥὀȜȚȖȫȡȦȢ Υ?ʌΥ?ȡ ĲΥ?Ȟ
țȠȚȞΥ?Ȟ ȕȠȣȜİȣıĮȝȑȞȠȚȢ įȚțĲȐĲȠȡĮ İΥἴĲİ ȆȠȝʌȒȚȠȞ İΥἴĲİ țĮΥ? ΥἄȜȜȠȞ ĲȚȞΥὰ 
ʌȡȠȤİȚȡȓıĮıșĮȚ ΥἐĳΥ? Υ? ȝȒĲİ ʌȜİȓȦ ĲȠΥ? ĲİĲĮȖȝȑȞȠȣ ȤȡȩȞȠȞ ȝȒĲİ ΥἔȟȦ ĲΥ?Ȣ
ΥἸĲĮȜȓĮȢ ΥἄȡȟΥ?). For you are not unaware, I think, that our ancestors zealously 
preserved this limitation, and that no dictator can be found who served 
abroad, aside from one who went to Sicily and achieved nothing. But if 
Italy requires no such person, and if you cannot bear not only the function of 
a dictator but even the name ± as is clear from your anger against Sulla 
(ΥὅĲȚ ĲΥὸ ΥἔȡȖȠȞ ĲȠΥ? įȚțĲȐĲȠȡȠȢ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ȠΥὐįΥ? ĲΥὸ ΥὄȞȠȝĮ įΥ?ȜȠȞ įΥ? Υἐȟ ΥὧȞ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥὸȞ
ȈȪȜȜĮȞ ΥἠȖĮȞĮțĲȒıĮĲΥἐ) ± how could it be right to create a new position of 
authority over practically everything within Italy and outside it for three 
years (ΥἐȢ ΥἔĲȘĲȡȓĮțĮΥ? ΥἐʌΥ? ʌΥ?ıȚȞ ΥὡȢİΥ?ʌİΥ?ȞțĮΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȞĲΥ? ΥἸĲĮȜȓΥ? țĮΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἔȟȦ
ʌȡȐȖȝĮıȚȞ? You all know what horrors come to states from such a course, and 
how many have often disturbed our people because of their lust for extra-legal 
powers and have brought innumerable evils upon themselves.32  
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 As Coudry (forthcoming, 2016) has rightly observed. This, obviously, stands in stark contrast to the two 
disingenuous speeches which precede it.  
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µ/XWDWLXV¶  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&DWXOXV¶ UHFDSLWXODWLRQRQ WKH WHUPVRI WKH ODZVHHPV WRPHVLJQLILFDQW LQ WKHFRQWH[WRI
these comments on the limitations of the dictatorship. He closes this argument by stating 
that the proposed lex would provide its beneficiary with a command for three years, and 
outside Italy (ΥἐȢ ΥἔĲȘ ĲȡȓĮ țĮΥ? ΥἐʌΥ? ʌΥ?ıȚȞ ΥὡȢ İΥ?ʌİΥ?Ȟ țĮΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ΥἸĲĮȜȓΥ? țĮΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἔȟȦ
ʌȡȐȖȝĮıȚȞ 7KLV IXQFWLRQV LQ GLUHFW FRQWUDVW WR &DWXOXV¶ HDUOLHU GHlineation of the 
prerogative of the dictatorship, which must be for no longer than six months and within 
Italy (ΥἐĳΥ? Υ? ȝȒĲİ ʌȜİȓȦ ĲȠΥ? ĲİĲĮȖȝȑȞȠȣ ȤȡȩȞȠȞ ȝȒĲİ ΥἔȟȦ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἸĲĮȜȓĮȢ ΥἄȡȟΥ?). The 
dictatorship, obviously, was not suitable for combatting Mediterranean piracy ± outside of 
Italy ± DQGIRUDSURWUDFWHGOHQJWKRI WLPHZKLFKWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VHDUOLHUFRPPHQWVRQWKH
magnitude of the pirate concern suggest was necessary.33 &DWXOXV¶DUJXPHQWKHUHDJDLQVW
the proposals of the Gabinian law though his suggestion of an alternative in the dictatura is 
therefore wholly illogical.  
 
It may be that Dio was simply quite incompetent. Perhaps he did not realise, despite citing 
clearly the reasons for which the dictatorship was not a suitable replacement for a lengthy 
overseas command, that these limitations specifically ruled out that office. This will not 
do: the rather neat historical detail of the only dictator hitherto sent out of Italy, to Sicily, 
who accomplished nothing (ȠΥὐįİΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȜȜȠıİ ʌȜΥ?Ȟ ΥἑȞΥὸȢ ΥἐȢ ȈȚțİȜȓĮȞ țĮΥ? ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ȝȘįΥ?Ȟ
ʌȡȐȟĮȞĲȠȢLVDQREOLTXHUHIHUHQFHWR$$WLOLXV&DODWLQXV¶GHVSDWFKWR6LFLO\LQBCE, 
almost two centuries before the depicted context. Dio had done his research.  
 
My suggestion, rather, is that Dio made the objection deliberately nonsensical. His 
&DWXOXV¶ VWDWHPHQWDERXW WKH LPSRUWDQFHRIDGKHULQJ WR WKHHVWDEOLVKHG ODZVE\DSSO\LQJ
the dictatorship to this emergency (ȝȒĲİʌĮȡĮȞȠȝȒıĮıȚ) is ironic when it is precisely the 
legal constraints of the dictatorship, just mentioned by Catulus, which rendered the office 
XQVXLWDEOH 7KLV LQWHQWLRQ LQ IDFW LV PHUHO\ XQGHUOLQHG E\ WKH UHIHUHQFH WR &DODWLQXV¶
unsuccessful dictatorship in Sicily: it is hardly a stirring example of the utility of the office 
for resolving exigencies abroad. Furthermore ± and as I have already stated ± the 
transparent contradistinction between the actual requirements of the complex military 
SUREOHPEH\RQG,WDO\¶VVKRUHVDQGWKHOHJDOUHVWULFWLRQVXSRQWKHGLFWDWRUVKLSDUWLFXODWHGDW
the beginning and end of the excerpt, sets out quite clearly that the dictatura was not a 
YLDEOHRSWLRQ7KHUHLVQRWUDFHRIWKHVHWKRXJKWVLQ'LR¶VVRXUFHIRUWKLVVSHHFK&LFHUR¶V
De ImperioWKHPDWHULDOLVTXLWHSUREDEO\WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQ&DWXOXV¶REMHFWLRQWRWKHlex 
Gabinia on these grounds is, therefore, unpersuasive and ineffective, and I think 
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command for Pompeius was the only viable option in 67 BCE. Certainly he does not 
mention other alternatives, beyond the clearly impracticable dictatorship. He articulates 
this argument nowhere in his narrative, and only in his oration of Catulus. As I discussed in 
Chapter 4, the political ramifications of yet further honour for Pompeius in the form of the 
lex, including the inevitable ĳșȩȞȠȢ of his enemies and his consequent entry into the 
Triumvirate to regain authority, were profound indeed.  
 
It is furthermore striking that of two exempla RIWKHGLFWDWRUVKLSFLWHGE\'LR¶V&DWXOXVLQ
support of the use of that magistracy, one is simply a failure (Calatinus); and the other, 
PRUHORDGHGLV6XOOD7KLVEULQJVPHRQWRP\VHFRQGSRLQW'LR¶VXVHRIWKHVSHHFKHVWR
represent Late Republican anxieties about the reputational difficulty of dictatorship. 
Barden Dowling has argued that there is no evidence to suggest that the exemplum of 
Sullan crudelitas had yet entered political discourse by the time of this debate. 34 Our 
HDUOLHVW FLWDWLRQ DUULYHVZLWK&LFHUR¶V In Catilinam.35 Moreover, Q. Lutatius Catulus is a 
SRRUFKRLFHRIVSHDNHUWRHTXDWH6XOOD¶VGLFWDWRUVKLSZLWKDFUXHO W\UDQQ\+LVIDWKHUKDG
VLGHG ZLWK 6XOOD FRPPLWWLQJ VXLFLGH UDWKHU WKDQ IDFH 0DULXV IROORZLQJ WKLV ODWWHU¶V
occupation of Rome; and the younger Catulus himself argued for the retention of the 
Sullan constitution during his consulship.36  
 
1HYHUWKHOHVV WKH KLVWRULFDO DUJXPHQW EHLQJ PDGH LV FHQWUDO WR 'LR¶V H[SRVLWLRQ RI WKH
toxicity of the dictatorship and the comparative attractiveness of monarchy as an exercise 
RI SRZHUV 7KH VXJJHVWLRQ RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V VSHDNHU LQ WKLV LQVWDQFH WKDW WKH Quirites 
cannot bear the name, let alone the sight, of another dictator so soon after Sulla may be an 
exaggeration (ȠΥὐȤ ΥὅĲȚĲΥὸ ΥἔȡȖȠȞĲȠΥ? įȚțĲȐĲȠȡȠȢ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ȠΥὐįΥ? ĲΥὸ ΥὄȞȠȝĮįΥ?ȜȠȞįΥ? Υἐȟ ΥὧȞʌȡΥὸȢ
ĲΥὸȞ ȈȪȜȜĮȞ ΥἠȖĮȞĮțĲȒıĮĲΥἐ %XW LW LV TXLWH FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK 'LR¶V LOOXVWUDWLRQ RI 6XOODQ
crudelitas as a whole. Cassius Dio conceived of Sulla as a cruel tyrant who was widely 
detested during and after his dictatorship.  
 
A few examples wilOVXIILFH7KHUHLVILUVWWKHIUDJPHQWDU\QDUUDWLYHRI6XOOD¶VFRQTXHVW
3ULRUWRWKLVWLPHWKHJHQHUDOKDGLQ'LR¶VYLHZEHHQµWKRXJKWWKHIRUHPRVWLQKXPDQLW\DQG
SLHW\¶ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓΥ? ĲİțĮΥ? İΥὐıİȕİȓΥ? ʌȠȜΥ? ʌȡȠȑȤİȚȞΥἐȞȠȝȓȗİĲȠ), and only relied upon good 
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IRUPHU VHOI RXWVLGH WKHZDOOV RI5RPH¶ ȝİĲİȕȐȜİĲȠ țĮΥ? ΥἑĮȣĲΥὸȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἔȟȦ Ĳİ ĲΥ?Ȟ ĲİȚȤΥ?Ȟ
ĲȡȩʌȠȞĲȚȞΥὰ țĮΥ? ΥἐȞĲΥ? ȝȐȤΥ? țĮĲȑȜȚʌİȞDQGSURFHHGHGWRRXWGR0DULXVLQKLVEUutality (ĲΥὸȞ
įΥ? įΥ? ȀȓȞȞĮȞ țĮΥ? ĲΥὸȞȂȐȡȚȠȞ ĲȠȪȢ Ĳİ ΥἄȜȜȠȣȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȝİĲΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ȖİȞȠȝȑȞȠȣȢ ʌȐȞĲĮȢ ΥἅȝĮ
Υ?ʌİȡȑȕĮȜİȞ37 /DWHU'LRZULWHV WKDW&DHVDU¶VH[WHQVLRQRI WKHpomerium during his own 
GLFWDWRUVKLSµZDVWKRXJKWVLPLODUWRWKHDFWVRI6XOOD¶ΥὅȝȠȚĮĲΥ? ȈȪȜȜΥ? ʌȡΥ?ȟĮȚΥἔįȠȟİȞ); but 
he, in fact,  treated the wives of those slain in his war for power with such generosity that 
KHµSXW6XOOD¶VFUXHOW\JUHDWO\WRVKDPH¶ĲȒȞĲİĲȠΥ? ȈȪȜȜȠȣȝȚĮȚĳȠȞȓĮȞȝİȖȐȜȦȢΥἤȜİȖȟİ).38 
$QG3RPSHLXV¶PRWLYDWLRQ WRR LQGLVEDQGLQJKLV OHJLRQVDW%UXQGLVLXPXSRQKLV UHWXUQ
from the East  - YHU\VKRUWO\DIWHU&DWXOXV¶VSHHFK± ZDV LQ WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZWKDWKH
XQGHUVWRRGWKDWµSHRSOHUHJDUGHG0DULXV¶DQG6XOOD¶VGHHGVDVKDWHIXO¶ĲȐĲİĲȠΥ? ȂĮȡȓȠȣ
țĮΥ? ĲΥὰ ĲȠΥ? ȈȪȜȜȠȣ ΥἐȞ ȝȓıİȚ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȠȚȢ ΥἠʌȓıĲĮĲȠ ΥὄȞĲĮ39 &DWXOXV¶ FLWDWLRQ RI WKH
Sullan exemplum, then, is by no means a positive reflection of the Republican dictatorship, 
DVLQGHHG'LR¶VRUDWRUVD\VKLPVHOIȠΥὐȤΥὅĲȚĲΥὸ ΥἔȡȖȠȞĲȠΥ? įȚțĲȐĲȠȡȠȢΥἀȜȜΥ? ȠΥὐįΥ? ĲΥὸ ΥὄȞȠȝĮ
įΥ?ȜȠȞįΥ? ΥἐȟΥὧȞʌȡΥὸȢĲΥὸȞȈȪȜȜĮȞΥἠȖĮȞĮțĲȒıĮĲΥἐ). 
 
I suggest, then, that Cassius Dio used his Catulus as a representation of what he conceived 
of as contemporary concerns about the nature of the dictatorship in the wake of Sulla; and 
chiefly in connection with crudelitas7KHVXJJHVWLRQRI'LR¶VVSHDNHUWKDW5RPHWXUQWR
the dictatura rather than to a further extraordinary command for Pompeius is a nonsense, 
DQG GHOLEHUDWHO\ VR $OO &DWXOXV GRHV LV UHKHDUVH WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ HYDOXDWLRQ RI the 
SUREOHPV RI WKDW RIILFH 7KHVH RQ WKH RQH KDQG ZHUH FOHDUO\ UHSXWDWLRQDO &DWXOXV¶
acknowledgement of the 4XLULWHV¶KDWUHGRI WKHGLFWDWRUVKLSRQ6XOOD¶VDFFRXQWDWWHVWV WR
this. There is no reason not to think that Dio believed that the conflation RI 6XOOD¶V
dictatorship with a tyranny was sincerely a problem. His own narrative comments on Sulla 
and tyrannical crudelitas confirm that he perceived such concerns as genuine. On the other 
hand, this was additionally a practical and logistical problem. The dictatura was ill-suited, 
as an emergency power, to the requirements of an overseas empire; and this would 
necessitate further extraordinary commands for dynasts such as Pompeius, or, equally 
destructively, long periods of prorogued imperium abroad and far from senatorial 
oversight. That, as I will show in the next section on imperii consuetudo, had far-reaching 
political and constitutional consequences of its own. 
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But some words on the Amnesty-speech of Cicero (44.23-33) and the Agrippa-Maecenas 
debate ZLOOEHKHOSIXOILUVW7KHVHDJDLQIRFDOLVH'LR¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHSUREOHPRIWKH
5HSXEOLFDQ GLFWDWRUVKLS &LFHUR¶V $PQHVW\-speech, of course, follows immediately after 
WKH DVVDVVLQDWLRQ RI &DHVDU LQ 'LR¶V DFFRXQW DQG LV LQWHQGHG WR VHUYH DV D FRQFiliatory 
reflection on the constitutional flashpoint of 44 BCE.  
 
A word on the source-material, which is important here. We may be less likely to take the 
speech seriously, as a medium of historical explanation, if situation, speaker, style, and 
argument are wholly fabricated. We find a speech of Cicero on the Amnesty in no source 
RWKHUWKDQ'LR*XGHPDQVXJJHVWHGWKDWWKHRUDWLRQZDVHQWLUHO\DILFWLRQRIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶V
own creation.40 2Q WKH RWKHU KDQG 6LKOHU¶V K\SRWKHVLV UHDGV WKDW DV /LY\ LQFOXGHG DQ 
amnesty-speech of Cicero because he admired the orator, Dio found this in Livy and 
reproduced it himself. 41 But there is no reference to this oration in the text or in its 
epitomated Periochae; and so we do not know, in fact, that Livy included such a 
composition in the first place. This theory also strikes me as somewhat problematic. If 
Livy drafted an amnesty-speech of Cicero because he admired him, how does it follow that 
Dio, who detested that orator, wrote one too? In this connection, another scholar posits that 
the amnesty-VSHHFK LQ'LR LV µDSXUHO\UKHWRULFDOSURGXFW¶± the implication being that it 
serves no purpose in the reconstruction of the historical situation ± which Dio took 
wholesale from his source.42 This again should be left aside, as the source is unknown in 
any case and there is no record of the speech outside of Dio.  
 
More attractive is the possibility that the historian reconstructed the speech from excerpts 
RI &LFHUR IRXQG LQ 4XLQWLOLDQ¶V Institutio Oratoria.43 There are certainly a few parallels 
with Thucydidean language in the composition,44 although this does not at all rule out that 
the historian found genuine Ciceronian arguments and then dressed them up in his own 
choice of style. I have argued in Chapter 2 that this was his practice in reconstructing 
Catulus and Calenus¶DUJXPHQWVfrom the De Imperio and Philippicae.  This seems to me 
an attractive possibility. Schwartz initially suggested that in writing an amnesty-speech of 
Cicero, Dio was indeed replicating a now-lost Ciceronian oration on that subject.45 This is 
not incredible, as the orator himself suggests that he spoke publicly on March 17th 44 BCE 
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in favour of peace.46  Velleius Paterculus and Plutarch also allude to that occasion.47 
)XUWKHUPRUH )HFKQHU KDV VKRZQ WKDW 'LR¶V YHUVLRQ RI WKH DPQHVW\-speech replicates a 
number of genuine Ciceronian concerns, and especially the fixation with concordia.48 I 
suggest cautiously, then, that in drafting a speech of Cicero advocating peace between the 
various factions in the days following the Ides of March, Cassius Dio took a genuine 
occasion of oratory which he could have found even in Cicero; and that he certainly 
composed it himself with his own stylistic choices, but with certain arguments that he 
found in his own readings of Cicero or reconstructed from Quintilian. If he did so, this 
would merely be in keeping with his use of the De Imperio and Philippicae. My intention 
is not to provide a conclusive source-analysis of this oration, but rather to assert that the 
occasion and arguments ought not to be dismissed on first sight.  
 
And indeed ± IRUOLNH&DWXOXV¶RUDWLRQRQWKHlex Gabinia it seems a further reflection on 
the internal factors, among them the problem of the dictatorship, which in DLR¶V YLHZ
precipitated the end of the Republic and the advent of new supreme powers in the 
monarchy.  Above all, the speech elaborates the theme of tyranny at some length. This, in 
WKH LPPHGLDWH QDUUDWLYH FRQWH[W RI &DHVDU¶V UHFHQW GLFWDWRUVKLS LV LPSRUWDnt. It is clear 
IURP WKDW DFFRXQW WKDW WKH KLVWRULDQ GLG QRW KLPVHOI FRQVLGHU &DHVDU¶V GLFWDWRUVKLS D
tyranny. We therefore need to separate the voice of Dio and the voice of his Cicero. There 
DUH FHUWDLQO\ QHJDWLYH PRPHQWV LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V UHFRQVWUXFWLRn: &DHVDU¶V DIIDLU ZLWK
Cleopatra,49 his extortion of money to finance his triumph,50 and the profligate waste of 
funds at the triumph itself, are strongly criticised.51 As I outlined in Chapter 3,52 Dio 
additionally uses this narrative to underline examples of Caesarian cruelty and duplicity, 
especially in the administration of summary justice.  
 
%XWWKHDFFRXQWRIKLVUHLJQLVJHQHUDOO\SRVLWLYH7KHGLFWDWRU¶VPRQHWDU\UHIRUPVZHUH
important and necessary, and benefitted creditors and debtors alike.53 Those who plotted 
against him were motivated not by his crudelitas ± the hallmark of the tyrannus ± but in 
spite of it DQG IURP IHDU WKDW KLV µJRRGQHVV¶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȤȡȘıĲȩĲȘĲĮ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?) would not last.54 
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LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V YLHZ ĲȒȞ Ĳİ ĲȠΥ? ȈȪȜȜȠȣ ȝȚĮȚĳȠȞȓĮȞ ȝİȖȐȜȦȢ ΥἤȜİȖȟİ).55 The dictator 
ZDV LQ'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQ D VFKHPLQJYXOWXUH SOHRQHFWLF DQGZDVWUHO DW WKH VDPH WLPH
who absolutely aspired to kingship. 56  But he was no tyrant. The following point is 
WKHUHIRUHVRPHZKDWLURQLF$FFRUGLQJWRWKHKLVWRULDQ&DHVDU¶Vdictatura possessed all the 
trappings of monarchy: he adopted the attire of the ancient kings of Alba, and a golden 
chair and crown set with jewels was to be carried into theatres.57 Regardless of the debate 
FRQFHUQLQJ&DHVDU¶V UHODWLRQVKLSZLWKPRQDUFK\58 to the historian, in this dictator Rome 
had found a monarch. But this monarch did not have to be a tyrant; whereas the last 
dictator, Sulla, certainly had been in DiR¶VDVVHVVPHQW$XJXVWXVWRRDV,VKRZLQ&KDSWHU
 ZDV D EHQHYROHQW NLQJ LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V YLHZ ,W LV WKHUHIRUH SDUDGR[LFDO WKDW WKH
GLFWDWRUVKLS ZLWKLQ 'LR¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI WKH FRQVWLWXWLRQDO IUDPHZRUN RI H[HFXWLYH
powers under the Republic, bred tyranny; while its counterpart ± monarchy as such ± did 
not. It did not with Caesar; nor too, as I show later, with Augustus.  
 
The exempla DQG FRPPHQWV GUDZQ E\ 'LR¶V &LFHUR FRQILUP WKDW ZLWKLQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V
interpretation the dictatura and tyranny had become conflated in the Republican 
psychology, thereby necessitating new executive powers. Like Catulus, the Cicero depicted 
LVDQLGHDOYRLFHIRUFRPPXQLFDWLQJWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHVLWXDWLRQKHLV
presented as authoritative and not to be at all distrusted. Although Dio transparently 
disliked the orator, as with Catulus he uses the proemium WR XQGHUOLQH WKH VSHDNHU¶V
motivation for the public good on this occasion: 
 
Senators, I have always thought it necessary to advise you sincerely and justly 
on all matters, but under these circumstances most of all, in which, if we can 
come to an agreement without going into all the details [of what has recently 
happened] in any way, we will not only save ourselves, but enable all other 
citizens to survive. However, if we wish to go over all that has happened bit-by-
bit, then I fear dreadful circumstances; but I do not wish to cause offence 
even at the beginning of my speech įȣıȤİȡΥ?ȢįΥ? ȠΥὐįΥ?ȞΥἀȡȤȩȝİȞȠȢĲΥ?ȞȜȩȖȦȞ
İΥ?ʌİΥ?ȞȕȠȪȜȠȝĮȚ59 
 
The coQFLOLDWRU\SXUSRVHRI'LR¶V&LFHURLVFOHDUIURPWKHEHJLQQLQJ, and there is nothing 
LQ WKH VXUURXQGLQJ QDUUDWLYH WR VXJJHVW WKDW WKH KLVWRULDQ YLHZHG WKH RUDWRU¶VPRWLYH LQ
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advocating peace as self-VHUYLQJ7KLVFRQFLOLDWRU\DVSHFWLVLPSRUWDQW'LR¶V&LFero is a 
restricted voice. He states, in the excerpt, that he will not go minutely into detail about all 
that has happened ± and so advises from the beginning that his point is not to rehearse the 
ills done by the Caesarian and anti-Caesarian factions against one another ± and wishes to 
secure peace by offending neither side.  
 
In keeping with that conciliatory tone, then, Dio does not have his orator make overt 
criticisms of Caesar or specifically equate his dictatura with a form of tyranny. That 
would contradict the irenical purpose of the speech; the historian appears to have given 
careful consideration to the occasion of oratory and what it required. He places an 
HYDOXDWLRQRIWKHVHULRXVQHVVRIWKHVLWXDWLRQLQWRWKHPRXWKRIKLVVSHDNHUµQRWKLQJFDQ
save the state unless we decide on this very day and as quickly as possible to adopt a 
SROLF\RUZHZLOOQHYHUEHDEOHWRUHJDLQRXUSRVLWLRQ¶60 This is certainly consistent with 
'LR¶V RZQ DVVHVVPHQW RI WKH FULVLV KH VWUHVVHV WKDW WKH &DHVDULDQ DQG DQWL-Caesarian 
factions each decamped, one occupying the Capitoline and one the Forum; Antonius fled; 
and vehement speeches were delivered on both sides.61 Rather, to foster harmony in a 
PDQQHU FRPPHQVXUDWH ZLWK WKH PDJQLWXGH RI WKH FULVLV 'LR¶V Cicero reflects on the 
relationship between the Republican dictatorship and tyranny with an oblique reference: 
 
I will offer you an example from that finest and most ancient city, from which 
even our ancestors were not averse to drawing their laws. For it would be 
shameful for us, who so far exceed the Athenians in might and wisdom, to 
deliberate worse than they did. I speak of something that you all know, here. At 
one time, those Athenians were in a state of civil strife and because of this 
were vanquished by the Spartans, and were then tyrannised by the more 
powerful of their citizens (ıĲĮıȚȐıĮȞĲȑȢ ʌȠĲİ țĮΥ? Υἐț ĲȠȪĲȠȣ țĮΥ? Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲΥ?Ȟ
ȁĮțİįĮȚȝȠȞȓȦȞ țĮĲĮʌȠȜİȝȘșȑȞĲİȢ țĮΥ? Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲΥ?Ȟ įȣȞĮĲȦĲȑȡȦȞ ʌȠȜȚĲΥ?Ȟ
ĲȣȡĮȞȞȘșȑȞĲİȢ. And they did not drive out their ills until they came to a 
compact and agreement to set aside their past grievances ± many and severe 
though these were ± and to never bring forward accusations about these or bear 
malice toward anyone because of them. Thus, when they had come to their 
senses in this way, they not only ceased to be tyrannised and revolutionary 
(ĲȠȚȖȐȡĲȠȚ ıȦĳȡȠȞȒıĮȞĲİȢ ȠΥ?ĲȦȢ ȠΥὐȤ ΥὅĲȚ ĲȣȡĮȞȞȠȪȝİȞȠȚ țĮΥ? ıĲĮıȚȐȗȠȞĲİȢ
ΥἐʌĮȪıĮȞĲȠ, but even flourished in every way, and regained their state and lay 
claim to rule over all the Greeks.62   
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,QWKHFRQWH[WRI'LR¶VWLPHRQHPD\XQGHUVWDQGDEO\UHDGWKLVDVDMHXG¶HVSULW, a touch of 
classicism in an intellectual climate that frequently memorialised the Greek past.63 I have 
VKRZQ LQFKDSWHU WKDW WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V UHODWLRQVKLSZLWKKLV WLPH LVPRUHFRPSOH[ WKDQ
this. In fact, this exemplum VHHPVPRUH VLJQLILFDQW LQ WKH FRQWH[W RI 'LR¶V LPPHGLDWH
narrative. Prior to this oration, the historian recounts the extraordinary power of the most 
recent dictator, the monarchical honours voted to him, the ĳșȩȞȠȢ resultant from these,64 
and the nature of his de facto NLQJVKLSQRPLQDOO\GLFWDWRUVKLSRYHU5RPH'LR¶V&LFHUR
FDQQRWLQWKLVVHWWLQJVWDWHWKDW&LFHUR¶Vdictatura was a tyranny. Rather, by using oblique 
references to tyranny with the Athenian exemplum immediately after the recent death of a 
Roman dictator (Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲΥ?Ȟ įȣȞĮĲȦĲȑȡȦȞ ʌȠȜȚĲΥ?Ȟ ĲȣȡĮȞȞȘșȑȞĲİȢ ĲȣȡĮȞȞȠȪȝİȞȠȚ țĮΥ? 
ıĲĮıȚȐȗȠȞĲİȢ) the problem of tyranny and dictatorship is brought again to the fore in a 
manner that will not offend either side. The historical Cicero certainly believed that 
&DHVDU¶Vdictatura was a form of tyranny;65 and here, I suggest that Dio found a way of 
expressing those contemporary anxieties about the nature of the Roman dictatorship in a 
manner that was appropriate to the context of oratory.  
 
7KLV LQWHQWLRQ LV IXUWKHUPRUH XQGHUOLQHG E\ &LFHUR¶V ODWHU FLWDWLRQ RI WKH exemplum of 
Sullan crudelitas. Just as in his dissuasio 'LR¶V&DWXOXVVXJJHVWHGthat the Roman people 
in 67 BCE ZHUHWRRKRVWLOHWRWKHGLFWDWRUVKLSWRHQGRUVHLWLQWKHZDNHRI6XOOD¶VUHLJQRI
WHUURUVRWRRKHUHGRHV'LR¶V&LFHURXQYHLODVWULQJRIQHJDWLYHH[DPSOHVRIFUXHOW\DQG
IDFWLRQDOLVPµ0DULXVSURVSHUHGLQWLPHVRIVWULIH and after being driven out he gathered a 
force and did ± ZHOO\RXNQRZZKDW«VLPLODUO\6XOOD± not to mention Cinna or Strabo 
or any who came inbetween ± was powerful at first, and after being defeated, finally made 
himself master, and there was no terrible deed he did not do (ΥἔʌİȚĲĮįȣȞĮıĲİȪıĮȢȠΥὐįΥ?ȞΥὅ 
ĲȚ ȠΥὐȤΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ įİȚȞȠĲȐĲȦȞ ΥἔʌȡĮȟİ¶66 The paralipses have the effect of emphasising the 
KRUURURI WKHFULPHVFRPPLWWHG LQDQGDURXQG WKH WLPHRI6XOOD¶VGLFWDWRUVKLS%XW WKH\
additionally bring again into the UHDGHU¶VIRFXV'LR¶VHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHQHJDWLYHUHSXWDWLRQ
of the Republican dictatura DV DQ H[HUFLVH RI SRZHUV ,Q YLHZ RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ
opinion that sole-rule is necessary, this is important. Dio argues that the traditional 
emergency power of the res publica had become tainted by tyranny ± but that solerule 
was imperative all the same in emergencies. 
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7RSURYLGHD FORVLQJQRWHRQ&LFHUR¶VDPQHVW\-speech, it furthermore seems to me that 
WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VSUREOHPDWLVDWLRQRIWKH5HSXEOLFDQdictatura as a form of tyranny develops 
between the speech of Catulus in Book 36 and that of Cicero in Book 44. He used his 
Catulus to argue, first, that in the wake of Sulla the office was simply toxic; and that it 
was ill-suited to emergencies within the overseas empire in any case. His Cicero, as I 
show above, maintained the former of these, citing the negative exemplum of Sulla and 
VWLOO HTXDWLQJ &DHVDU¶V UHFHQW WHQXUH REOLTXHO\ ZLWK D W\UDQQ\ %XW KH LV DOVR XVHG WR
suggest that by 44 BCE that office had grown to be associated with the forceful usurpation 
RI SRZHU 7KHUH DUH REYLRXV UHDVRQV WKDW VXFK DQ DUJXPHQW RI 'LR¶V ZRXOG EH PRUH
effective in the context of 44 BCE with Cicero than 67 BCE with Catulus: there were 
simply more examples. In Greek and Roman political thinking, obtaining power through 
military means was the hallmark of ĲȣȡĮȞȞȓȢ. The notion of tyranny had traditionally been 
linked to violent usurpation since Plato: what set tyrants apart from kings was the brute 
force by which they attained their power.67 In the context of the recent assassination of the 
ODVWGLFWDWRUWKHQWKHFRPPHQWVRI'LR¶VVSHDNHURQ this point seem to me telling: 
 
Formerly ± and not very long ago ± those who had military power usually 
became masters of the government ʌȡȩĲİȡȠȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ ȖȐȡ ȠΥὐț ΥὀȜȓȖȠȢ Υἐȟ ȠΥ? 
ȤȡȩȞȠȢȠΥ? ĲΥὰ ΥὅʌȜĮΥἔȤȠȞĲİȢțĮΥ? ĲΥ?ȢʌȠȜȚĲİȓĮȢΥἐȖțȡĮĲİΥ?ȢΥὡȢĲΥὸ ʌȠȜΥ? ΥἐȖȓȖȞȠȞĲȠ, 
so that they could dictate to you what you ought to deliberate on rather than you 
determining what they ought to do. But now practically everything is at such a 
point that affairs are in your hands and lay to your charge: whether from 
yourselves you should have either harmony and with it liberty, or seditions and 
civil wars once again and from these a slave-master țĮΥ? ΥἀʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ țĮΥ? 
įİıʌȩĲȘȞ.68  
 
The inference WREHPDGHIURPWKLVVWDWHPHQWVHHPV WRPHFOHDUDQGIXQFWLRQVDV'LR¶V
own interpretation. Caesar, like Sulla, had seized control of Rome through the leverage 
RIIHUHGE\PLOLWDU\SRZHUȠΥ? ĲΥὰ ΥὅʌȜĮΥἔȤȠȞĲİȢ. Dio ensures that the reader does not miss 
the inference by stressing the recency of this (ʌȡȩĲİȡȠȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ ȖȐȡ ȠΥὐț ΥὀȜȓȖȠȢ Υἐȟ ȠΥ? 
ȤȡȩȞȠȢ ,W LV&DHVDU WKDW LV GHVLJQDWHG ,PSRUWDQWO\ DSSOLFDWLRQ RI WKLV OHYHUDJH OHG WR
political inversion, as Cicero states: generals, who ought to be at the disposal of the 
Senate to command, had used their might to upturn the relationship between military and 
government. This inversion of the relationship between the senatorial and military 
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elements begot two dictators ± Sulla and Caesar ± RU UDWKHU LQ'LR¶V Lllustration of the 
FRQWHPSRUDU\SHUVSHFWLYHRI&LFHURWZRįİıʌȩĲĮȚ 
 
Between the orations of Catulus and Cicero, then, it seems to me that Cassius Dio 
presented two different but equally negative evaluations of the nature of the Republican 
dictatorship as an unattractive and impractical form of sole rule: a form of tyranny, tainted 
by crudelitas and the forceful usurpation of power, and additionally ill-suited to the needs 
of the empire. Had Dio failed to convince his reader through these orations that the 
Romans of the first century BCE had grown to detest that office ± and thus to be more 
UHFHSWLYHWRDQHZIRUPRIDXWRFUDF\LQ$XJXVWXV¶3ULQFLSDWH± he additionally states so 
once (but only once) in his narrative. Recounting the lex Antonia, Dio states that the 
5RPDQVSHUPDQHQWO\DEROLVKHGWKHGLFWDWRUVKLSLQWKHZDNHRI&DHVDU¶VWHQXUH 
 
for posterity, RQ WKHJURXQGV WKDW WKHGLVJUDFHRIPHQ¶VGHHGV OD\ LQ WKHLU
titles (Υ?ıʌİȡ ΥἐȞ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥὀȞȩȝĮıȚ ĲΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἔȡȖȦȞ įİȚȞȩĲȘĲȠȢ ȠΥ?ıȘȢ; but in fact, 
those misdeeds arise from their possession of armed forces and from the 
character of the individual office-holder, and they disgrace the titles of 
authority  under which those deeds happen to be done (ΥἐȞ Υ? ʌȠĲΥ? ΥἂȞĲȪȤΥ? 
įȡȫȝİȞĮʌȡȠıȡȒıİȚȢįȚĮȕĮȜȜȩȞĲȦȞ.69 
 
'LR¶V DUJXPHQW LV QRW WKDW KH WKHKLVWRULDQZLWKKLQGVLJKW WKRXJKW WKDW WKH5HSXEOLFDQ
dictatorship was necessarily tyrannical, tainted with crudelitas and the seizure of power 
through brute force. Rather, he shows that the Romans of the first century BCE believed 
that this was the case, and that abolishing that office would rectify these problems. This, 
certainly, is expressed by the historian himself at one point, above, in the authorial 
narrative; and he additionally has his Cassius call Caesar a tyrant in a conversation with 
Antonius shortly after the Ides.70 But it is elaborated far more fully in the speeches of 
&DWXOXV DQG &LFHUR ,Q 'LR¶V History then, from the contemporary perspective of the 
speeches the dictatorship had become too toxic to serve as a blueprint for sole rule. New 
plenipotentiary powers would need to be sought.  
 
Coming, then, to the point at which the confirmation of those new powers becomes a 
UHDOLW\LQ'LR¶VKLVWRU\,FORVHWKLVSUREOHPDWLVDWLRQRIWKHGLFWDWRUVKLSZLWKWKHµGHIHQFH¶
of įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ of M. Vipsanius Agrippa (52.2-13). This is set in the context of a debate in 
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camera before Octavian, on which manner of constitution Rome ought to adopt in the 
wake of Actium. To understand the function of this oration properly,  its counterpart in 
WKHµPRQDUFKLFDO¶VSHHFKRI&&LOQLXV0DHFHQDV-40) is also indispensible. Both, I 
VXJJHVWFRQWLQXH'LR¶VYLWLDWLRQRIWKH5HSXEOLFDQdictatura. But they additionally work 
LQFRQFHUWZLWKWKHVXUURXQGLQJQDUUDWLYHWRDUWLFXODWHWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQWKDWE\
specifically avoiding the dictatorship and its relaWLRQVKLSZLWKW\UDQQ\$XJXVWXV¶UHJLPH
was successful. 
 
Agrippa has traditionally been viewed as the weaker party in the debate and has received 
far less scholarly attention than Maecenas. The detail of the political reforms advocated in 
0DHFHQDV¶ VSHHFK compared with the romantic idealisation of įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ LQ$JULSSD¶V
oration and its distinctly classical and Hellenic flavour,71 may have generated this. While 
0DHFHQDV¶ YLHZV KDYH EHHQ VHW DORQJVLGH WKRVH RI 'LR ZLWKRXW TXHVWLRQ 72  and many 
studies, moreover, have examined the speech in that regard, 73  $JULSSD¶V µGHIHQFH¶ RI
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ has been received as a short contrast-piece, a preliminary to the headline act of 
Maecenas.74 One view suggests that the argumentation was kept deliberately weak;75 and 
Millar, who also devotes substantially greater attention to Maecenas, writes in his brief 
DQDO\VLV RI $JULSSD¶V RUDWLRQ WKDW 'LR¶V FKRLFH RI VSHDNHU ZDV LQ DQ\ FDVH XQVXLWDEOH
Millar suggests that the historian could not seriously and credibly have attributed pro-
5HSXEOLFDQVHQWLPHQWVWR$JULSSDDVKHGHVFULEHVKLPLQKLVODWHUQHFURORJ\DVµDIHUYHQW
VXSSRUWHURIPRQDUFK\¶76  Stekelenburg attempts to resolve this discrepancy by suggesting 
WKDWLWPD\KDYHEHHQDFRQVFLRXVFUHDWLRQRI'LR¶VLQRUGHUWRGHPRQVWUDWH two different 
DVSHFWVRI$JULSSD¶Vpersona: candour in stating honestly his love of the res publica, but 
loyalty to Augustus later as monarch.77 While this reading is sympathetically nuanced, 
there is no need to resolve this discrepancy, as it does not exist. Dio does not describe 
$JULSSD DV µD IHUYHQW VXSSRUWHU RI PRQDUFK\¶ +H ZULWHV WKDW KH µKHOSHG $XJXVWXV WR
establish the monarchy as if he were a supporter of it (ΥὡȢ țĮΥ? įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮȢ ΥὄȞĲȦȢ
ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȘĲΥ?Ȣ), but that he won over the people as if he were the most democratic of men (ΥὡȢ
țĮΥ? įȘȝȠĲȚțȫĲĮĲȠȢ¶78 $JULSSD¶V FRPPHQWV DUH QRW DW YDULDQFH ZLWK KLV FKDUDFWHU ZH
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should thus be careful not to attach less meaning to his statements than is due.79 In that 
direction, two more recent studies have asserted that tKHµWRGHPRFUDF\¶RUDWLRQRI$JULSSD
KDGPRUHWRGRZLWK&DVVLXV'LR¶VRZQYLHZRIWKH5RPDQ5HSXEOLFWKDQZLWKWKHUHPRWH
thought-world of democratic Athens which McKechnie identified.80 These, however, do 
not touch upon the way in which Cassius Dio used the oration to elaborate his 
interpretation of the problem of power under the Republic and the challenges which, in his 
view, Augustus would have to face to overcome that problem.   
 
Just as Catulus and Cicero, the speaker here again begins by underlining his commitment 
to the public good in the proemiumµ2&DHVDU,KDYHGHHPHGLWEHVWLQWKLVVLWXDWLRQMXVW
DV LQDOORWKHUV WR WKLQNQRWRIP\RZQLQWHUHVWVEXWRI\RXUVDQGWKHVWDWH¶V¶81 As, too, 
ZLWK&DWXOXV$JULSSD¶VVHOIOHVVFRQFHUQIRUWKHJRRGRI WKHVWDWHLVUHLWHUDWHGLQ'LR¶VODWHU
necrology of the speaker.82 Catulus, Cicero, and Agrippa therefore form a unity of three 
speakers whose regard for the collective good in speaking in the depicted context is 
underlined by the historian himself in his own voice. This renders them authoritative 
orators whose views on the Republic the reader ought to trust. This functions in stark 
FRQWUDVWWR'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRI3RPSHLXV*DELQLXV&DHVDUDQG2FWDYLDQZKRDV,KDYH
shown in Chapter 3 corrupt the fora of debate with their deceiftful rhetoric and selfish 
FRQFHUQV6WULNLQJO\RI WKHVH WZRµW\SHV¶RI5HSXEOLFDQRUDWRU LQ WKHRoman History the 
latter, negative type are universally successful in obtaining their objectives; and the former, 
positive type fail to persuade. I will have further historical conclusions to draw from this in 
the summative Conclusion to this chapter.  
 
Returning, however, to the dictatorship. Significantly, the theme of tyranny recurrs 
IUHTXHQWO\ LQ$JULSSD¶V µGHIHQFH¶RI WKH res publica. This is historically important in the 
FRQWH[WRIDGHEDWHRQWKHSUHFLSLFHRI$XJXVWXV¶PRQDUFK\0RUHWKDQDQ\RWKHURUDWLRQ
$JULSSD¶VH[KRUWDWLRQPDLQWDLQVDQH[SOLFLWIRFXVRQW\UDQQ\WKURXJKRXW7KLVVHHPVWRPH
to function as a means of establishing a simple, but important, historical problem. The 
historian firmly believed that in times of war and civil strife,83 Rome needed the oversight 
of a single administrator. But with the dictatorships of the first century BCE behind it, how 
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could the new  autocratic regime of Augustus avoid the taint of tyranny and thus facilitate a 
secure constitutional transition? Certainly, Agrippa states, the people would punish another 
tyrant: 
 
In democracies, the more men there are who are wealthy and brave, the more 
too do they vie with one another and magnify the state; and the state in turn 
makes use of them and rejoices in them, unless one of them begins to desire 
tyrannical power. For the citizens severely punish this person ʌȜΥ?ȞΥἄȞĲȚȢ
ĲȣȡĮȞȞȓįȠȢΥἐʌȚșȣȝȒıΥ?. ĲȠΥ?ĲȠȞȖΥὰȡΥ?ıȤȣȡΥ?ȢțȠȜȐȗȠȣıȚ. 84 
 
Dio¶V Agrippa, then, sets up an historical problem for the Augustan regime to overcome. In 
WKH ZDNH RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V UHFRUG RI &DHVDU¶V dictatorship this seems to me especially 
significant. The reader cannot fail to thiQNKHUHRIWKHUHFHQWHYHQWVLQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHLQ
ZKLFK WKH µW\UDQW¶ &DHVDU DV WKH VSHHFK RI &LFHUR LOOXVWUDWHV KLP WR EH IURP WKH
contemporary outlook, was severely punished indeed (Υ?ıȤȣȡΥ?Ȣ țȠȜȐȗȠȣıȚ There is, 
perhaps, a possibility that the reader may not immediately make this connection between 
the punishment of tyranny under įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮȚ DQG WKH UHFHQW H[DPSOH RI &DHVDU¶V
dictatura. All the more reason, then, for Dio to underline through his orator that the last 
dictator was indeed punished for this reason, with an explicit exemplum of Caesar: 
 
For it is difficult for this state, which has enjoyed a Republican government for 
so many years and rules so many races of men, to consent to become a slave 
įȠȣȜİΥ?ıĮȓto anyone. You have heard that they banished Camillus when he 
had white horses at his triumph, and you have heard that they impeached Scipio 
when they had condemned him of being grasping. And you remember how 
they set out against your father because of their suspicion that he was 
aiming at monarchy ȝȑȝȞȘıĮȚį੻ ੖ʌȦȢĲ૶ ʌĮĲȡȓıȠȣʌȡȠıȘȞȑȤșȘıĮȞ੖ĲȚ
ĲȚȞ੹ ਫ਼ʌȠȥȓĮȞਥȢĮ੝ĲઁȞȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮȢ਩ıȤȠȞ. 85  
 
I may be reading too much LQWRWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQ&LFHUR¶VVSHHFKZKLFKUHIHUUHGWR
&DHVDU¶VXVXUSDWLRQRIWKHdictatorship through force as begetting a slave-master from the 
Repubican persepctive įİıʌȩĲȘȢ DQG$JULSSD¶V VWDWHPHQW WKDW WKH5RPDQ SHRSOHZLOO
QHYHUVXEPLWWRWKHVODYHU\RIRQHPDQ¶VDEVROXWHSRZHUįȠȣȜİΥ?ıĮȓ). It may be a further 
reflection, particXODUO\LQWKHZDNHRI&DHVDU¶VGLFWDWRUVKLSDQGWKHDEROLWLRQRIWKLVRIILFH
under the lex Antonia, of how Dio perceived the Republican perspective on the dictatura 
by this time.  
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However, it seems clear to me from the above excerpts that, with the explicit  exemplum of 
&DHVDU¶V UHFHQWGLFWDWRUVKLS DQGKLV SXQLVKPHQW DQG LQ FRQVLGHUDWLRQRI WKH VSHHFKHVRI
Catulus and Cicero on the dictatorship as a form of tyranny, Cassius Dio is reaching the 
climax of an historical interpretation with his Agrippa. This argument relies upon us 
reading the speech of Agrippa after those of Catulus and Cicero and the narratives of 
6XOOD¶V DQG &DHVDU¶V GLFWDWRUVKLSV ,Q 'LR¶V YLHZ WKH SUREOHP RI LQGLYLGXDO SRZHU DQG
tyranny was a real risk to the successful ratification RI$XJXVWXV¶VROHUXOHLQBCE. The 
previous model of individual power, in the form of the Republican dictatorship, had 
unquestionably failed, as the historian explores through his speeches of Catulus and 
&LFHUR0RUHRYHUWKURXJKRXW$JULSSD¶VRUDWLRQWhe terms ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮDQGĲȣȡĮȞȞȓȢDUH used 
interchangeably on six occasions.86 7KH VSHDNHU¶V IXQGDPHQWDO WKHVLV WKDW µW\UDQQLHV DUH
WKHQDWXUDOSURGXFWRIPRQDUFKLHV¶ĲΥὰȢĲȣȡĮȞȞȓįĮȢĲΥὰȢΥἐțĲΥ?ȢȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮȢ ΥἐțĳȣȠȝȑȞĮȢ87 is 
'LR¶V HYDOXDWLRQ RI WKH KLVWRULFDO SURblem in 27 BCE ,Q YLHZ RI WKH GLFWDWRUVKLS¶V
connotations of crudelitas, forceful usurpation of power, uselessness in the face of military 
problems abroad, and the negative examples of Sulla and Caesar behind it, it was simply 
toxic from the contemporary perspective ± EXWLQ'LR¶VYLHZVROHUXOHZDVQHHGHGDOOWKH
same.  
 
Through his Maecenas, Cassius Dio foreshadows precisely the measures which his 
Augustus will subsequently undertake to surmount that issue. The solution lay in the title 
the future princeps was to adopt, and in the outward appearance of his sole rule. In the 
FORVLQJVHFWLRQRIKLVRUDWLRQ'LR¶V0DHFHQDVDGYLVHV2FWDYLDQWR 
 
decline the title of king, if you really do desire the reality of monarchy but fear 
WKHQDPHRILWDVDQDFFXUVHGWKLQJDQGUXOHDORQHXQGHUWKHWLWOHRIµ&DHVDU¶
But if you come to require other epithets, then the people will give you the 
title of imperator, just as they gave it to your father įȫıȠȣıȚȝȑȞıȠȚĲΥ?Ȟ
ĲȠΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠțȡȐĲȠȡȠȢΥ?ıʌİȡțĮΥ? ĲΥ? ʌĮĲȡȓıȠȣΥἔįȦțĮȞ; and they will revere you 
ıİȕȚȠΥ?ıȚ with another way of address, so that you may reap the crop of the 
reality of kingship without the odium which attaFKHVWRWKHQDPHRIµNLQJ¶ 
(ΥἄȞİȣĲȠΥ? ĲΥ?ȢΥἐʌȦȞȣȝȓĮȢĮΥὐĲΥ?ȢΥἐʌȚĳșȩȞȠȣ.88 
 
The phrase ıİȕȚȠΥ?ıȚ įȑıİțĮΥ? ΥἑĲȑȡΥ? ĲȚȞΥ? ʌȡȠıȡȒıİȚ is an elegant play on words on the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VSDUWZKLFKORRNVIRUZDUGWR2FWDYLDQ¶VODWHUWLWOHRI$XJXVWXVıİȕĮıĲȩȢ). But 
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in spite of the pun, the issue of nomenclature and of appearances in general was a real one 
LQ'LR¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ+HUHVRPHVWHS-by-VWHSUHFDSLWXODWLRQLVUHTXLUHGDV&DVVLXV'LR¶V
argument is complex and developed over many books. Sulla, first, had been a cruel tyrant 
as dictator, and becomes an exemplum of tyranny and crudelitas WKURXJK'LR¶VKLVWRU\DQG
LQGHHGLQWKHVSHHFKHVRI&DWXOXVDQG&LFHUR%\WKHWLPHRI&DHVDU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQLQ
BCE, the most recent dictator had unquestionably been a monarch ± he is portrayed as such 
in the historical diegesis ± DQGLVFRPSDUHGE\'LR¶V&LFHURLQKLVVSHHFKWRDW\UDQWRQWKH
basis of his usurpation of power and his enslavement of the people, like Sulla before him. 
Following this, the historian states quite explicitly that the lex Antonia abolishing the 
dictatorship was ratified because the Romans believed, mistakenly, that the cause of Sulla 
DQG &DHVDU¶V PLVGHHGV KDG EHHQ WKH title of dictator under which they performed them 
(Υ?ıʌİȡΥἐȞĲȠΥ?ȢΥὀȞȩȝĮıȚĲΥ?ȢĲΥ?ȞΥἔȡȖȦȞįİȚȞȩĲȘĲȠȢȠΥ?ıȘȢ7KHQ'LR¶VHYDOXDWLRQWKURXJK
Agrippa: the Roman people had assassinated Caesar because they suspected they were 
being tyrannised. ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮDQGĲȣȡĮȞȞȓȢ are, moreover, conflated throughout this oration, 
compounding the synonymy between kingship, even in the form of the dictatorship, and 
tyranny from the Republican perspective.  
 
Finally Maecenas, by way of response, posits the solution. Looking back to cite once again 
the exemplum RI &DHVDU¶V SRVLWLRQ RI VROH-rule (Υ?ıʌİȡ țĮΥ? ĲΥ? ʌĮĲȡȓ ıȠȣ ΥἔįȦțĮȞ), and 
ORRNLQJIRUZDUGWR$XJXVWXV¶WLWOHRIıİȕĮıĲȩȢ and the danger of assuming any loaded or 
WR[LF WLWOHV 'LR¶V 0DHFHQDV DGYLVHV KLV LQWHUORFXWRU RI WKH QHHG WR ILQG D QHZ
uncontaminated exercise of powers. Failure to do so, he states, would arouse odium, and ± 
the repeated exempla of Caesar indicate ± a repetition of violent past events.  
 
That Augustus resolved the problem of the dictatura, which I suggest Dio problematised 
DQG YLWLDWHG WKURXJK KLV WKUHH µGHIHQFHV¶ RI įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ LV FRQILUmed by the historian 
himself in his own voice. It is the last time Cassius Dio mentions the dictatorship in his 
Roman History, in his narrative of the year 22 BCE, five years after the Augustan 
Settlement of Book 53. The relevant passage is worth quoting in full: 
 
The people in Italy were suffering as a result of pestilence and famine, for the 
plague was everywhere and no one worked the land. I imagine that the same 
was the case in other parts too. But the Romans, thinking that these things were 
happening to them for no reason other than that they did not have Augustus as 
consul, wished to engage him as dictator (įȚțĲȐĲȠȡĮ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ΥἠșȑȜȘıĮȞ
ʌȡȠȤİȚȡȓıĮıșĮȚ; and after shutting up the Senate in the curia they compelled 




otherwise. After this, they took the twenty-four fasces and approached 
Augustus, begging him to consent to be made dictator as well as curator of 
the grain-supply, just as Pompeius had once done (įȚțĲȐĲȠȡȐ Ĳİ ΥἅȝĮ
įİȩȝİȞȠȚ ȜİȤșΥ?ȞĮȚ țĮΥ? ΥἐʌȚȝİȜȘĲΥ?Ȟ ĲȠΥ? ıȓĲȠȣ țĮșȐʌİȡ ʌȠĲΥ? ĲΥὸȞ ȆȠȝʌȒȚȠȞ. 
Under compulsion he accepted the latter of these, and ordered that two men be 
chosen each year from among those who had served as praetors at least five 
years previously, so as to see to the distribution of grain.  But he did not 
accept the dictatorship, and indeed rent his clothes (įȚțĲĮĲȠȡȓĮȞ ȠΥὐ 
ʌȡȠıȒțĮĲȠ ΥἀȜȜΥὰ țĮΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐıșΥ?ĲĮ ʌȡȠıțĮĲİȡȡȒȟĮĲȠ) when he could find no 
way of convincing the people otherwise, either by argument or begging. For as 
he already had power and honour in excess of the dictators anyway, he rightly 
guarded against the envy and hatred that title would bring (ੑȡș૵ȢĲȩĲİ
ਥʌȓĳșȠȞȠȞțĮ੿ Ĳઁ ȝȚıȘĲઁȞĲોȢਥʌȚțȜȒıİȦȢĮ੝Ĳ૵ȞਥĳȣȜȐȟĮĲȠ 89  
 
By studiously avoiding the dictatorship which Sulla and Caesar had borne before him, 
Augustus therefore warded off a repetition of the Caesarian precedent: the ΥἐʌȓĳșȠȞȠȞțĮΥ? 
ȝȚıȘĲΥὸȞ ZKLFKFRXOGLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZKDYHGHVWUR\HGWKHQHZUHJLPHDVHDVily as 
SUHYLRXV RQHV 7KURXJK KLV WKUHH µGHIHQFHV¶ RI įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ &DVVLXV 'LR GHYHORSHG D
narrative of the Republican dictatura which implicated that office in the collapse of the 
constitution itself and made its failings, perversely, an argument for the success of the 
Principate. No state, I outlined at the beginning of this section, could function securely 
ZLWKRXW WKH GLUHFWLRQ RI D VLQJOH UXOHU LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RSLQLRQ EXW WKH H[LJHQFLHV DW
home and abroad, of a fiercely competitive senatorial class and of a far-reaching 
5HSXEOLFDQ HPSLUH QHYHUWKHOHVV UHTXLUHG VROHUXOH DOO WKH VDPH 'LR¶V DUJXPHQW ZKLFK
receives its most detailed treatment in the speeches, is that the Republican dictatura had 
become completely unworkable, viewed by its contemporaries as a form of tyranny; but its 
extraordinary executive powers nevertheless had to be replaced. Herein lies the paradox of 
'LR¶VKLVWRU\RIWKHILUVWFHQWXU\BCE8QGHUDįȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ5RPHKDGVHHQPDQ\W\UDQQLHV
or regimes perceived as tyrannical by their subjects. Under the monarchy of Augustus, it 
could escape them. 
Factor 2: Imperii Consuetudo 
,Q WKLV VHFRQG VHFWLRQ , UHWXUQ WR &DWXOXV¶ &LFHUR¶V DQG$JULSSD¶V GHIHQFHV RI WKH ROG
order to investigate how Cassius Dio used these to articulate his interpretation of the 
corrosive effect of military authority abroad upon the constitution. I argue that, just as Dio 
viewed the dictatorship in 67 BCE as a wholly unsuitable response to a complex and 
potentially lengthy military situation outwith Italy, so too did he conceive of the 
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prorogation of imperium RYHU SURWUDFWHG SHULRGV DV WKH FDXVH RI 0DULXV¶ 6XOOD¶V
3RPSHLXV¶DQG&DHVDU¶VGHFOLQHLQWRcupido dominandi. The Republican empire of Rome, 
then, was at an impasse. It could neither make effective use of the dictatorship, on 
reputational and practical grounds; nor could it safely delegate those powers to individual 
commanders over the lengthy periods required without risking also their decline into 
įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ. 
 
This section will necessarily be shorter than the previous one. In my discussion of the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VXVHRIWKHVHRUDWLRQVWRH[SODLQWKHSUREOHPRIWKH5HSXEOLFDQGLFWDWRUVKLSDQG
the imperative to replace it with monarchy, I have already reviewed the literature on each 
particular speech, given an overview of the historical context, and discussed the possible 
source-PDWHULDO,ZLOOQRWUHSHDWWKHVHKHUH0RUHRYHU&DVVLXV'LR¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQof the 
deleterious effect of prolonged military power abroad upon the individual dynast ± and by 
extension, upon the constitution ± is somewhat less complex than his problematisation of 
the dictatorship. His method, certainly, is similar with both historical concerns. Just as with 
the dictatura, Dio uses the speeches of Catulus and Cicero to reflect upon the problematic 
distribution of power within the Republican empire; he then uses his Agrippa to state 
explicitly the hurdles the Augustan regime will have to overcome in this regard; and 
finally, his Maecenas predicts the solution to the problem, which the first princeps will 
indeed follow in the succeeding diegesis. But the problem itself is less conceptually 
GLIILFXOWWKDQ'LR¶VYLWLDWLRQRIWKH5HSXEOLFDQdictatura, and so will need less elaboration. 
A brief overview first, however, will be helpful. Here I consider the nature of the 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQEHLQJRIIHUHGE\'LRWKURXJKWKHVSHHFKHVWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK
earlier sources, and the theoretical framework he develops in his narrative.  
 
The term imperii consuetudo ILUVWDSSHDUVLQ6XHWRQLXV¶Vita Divi Caesaris. In his Vita, the 
biographer first introduces an excursus on the causes of the Caesarian Civil War: his 
pretext for the war, Suetonius writes, was that the Senate were treating unfairly those 
tribunes of the plebs who were loyal to him (et praetextum quidem illi ciuilium armorum 
hoc fuit). But other causes of the war were also possible and variously held (causas autem 
alias fuisse opinantur), and the author proceeds to list these briefly. It is in that context that 
one possibility, above all, is developed at some length: 
 
Some believe that he was seized by his own habituation to commanding 





this he had eagerly desired from his youth. This seems to have been what 
Cicero thought too (quod existimasse uidebatur et Cicero), because he writes 
in the third book of his De Officiis that Caesar always had these verses of 





For 6XHWRQLXV WKHQ WKH FDXVH RI &DHVDU¶V ELG IRU dominatio was his imperii 
consuetudoKLV µKDELWRIFRPPDQGLQJ¶ ,I&LFHUR¶V WUDQVODWLRQRI(XULSLGHVDQGKLV
WHVWLPRQ\WKDWWKLVZDV&DHVDU¶VFDWFK-SKUDVHDUHWREHWUXVWHGWKHQWKHELRJUDSKHU¶V
suggestion LQIDFWRULJLQDWHGZLWK&DHVDU¶VFRQWHPSRUDULHV:KDWSUHFLVHO\6XHWRQLXV
means by imperii consuetudo is unclear ± and this is crucially important. Arthur 
Eckstein has recently explored this term, specifically with reference to Caesar, and 
convincingly demonstrates in his article that  
 
WKHH[SHULHQFHRIJRYHUQLQJD ODUJHSURYLQFHRQRQH¶VRZQ WKHH[SHULHQFHRI
exercising sole responsibility over large regions and great numbers of people, 
the experience of independence and power and control, the taste for it (and in 
some cases the great wealth that could be derived from it), all this sometimes 
FUHDWHGZKDWRQHPLJKWFDOODQµLPSHULDOFRXQWHUFXOWXUH¶WRWKHODZ-ruled state 
H[LVWLQJDWWKHFHQWUH«,QWKHFHQWUHSROLWLFLDQVKDGWRGHDOZLWKPDQ\IRFLRI
power, and they had to cooperate at least minimally with one another, to be 
dependent upon one another to some extent. Out in the provinces, however, it 
was different: often one person, one superior person, made all major decisions. 
Out of this difference, conflict could develop.91 
 
Imperii consuetudo then, as Eckstein elucidates in his analysis, is the phenomenon of 
individual habituation to personal power as the result of continued command abroad. The 
case of Caesar may have been as obvious to Suetonius as it is now to modern scholars. By 
the time of the Civil War, Caesar had been in possession of imperium for a period of 
thirteen years: praetor, governor of Lusitania, consul, and then proconsul in Gaul for eight 
years. Commanding had simply become his habit (consuetudo), and he was loath to give it 
up.92 He had become destructively habituated to power, and this was directly caused by the 
way that the Republic organised its empire, with frequent over-reliance upon individual 
commanders.93 
                                                          
90
 Suet. Jul. 30.5. 
91
 Eckstein (2004) 280 and passim for the argument.  
92
 App. BC. 2.28 makes a similar suggestion. 
93





Cassius Dio does not, of course, use the Latin expression imperii consuetudo, nor indeed 
ILQGV D VLPSOH WUDQVODWLRQ WR GHQRWH µKDELWXDWLRQ WR FRPPDQGLQJ¶ %XW KLV *UHHN
expressions, such as țĮĲΥὰ ĲΥὸ ΥἑȟΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȡȤΥὰȢ µFRPPDQGLQJ VXFFHVVLYHO\¶ DQG ĲȠıȠȪĲȠȚȢ
ΥἐĳİȟΥ?ȢΥἔĲİıȚµIRUPDQ\\HDUVLQVXFFHVVLRQ¶ capture the sense of the historical problem in 
his narrative of this period; and, as I will show, in contexts where the destructive 
ramifications of imperii consuetudo are being discussed. 
 
At first glance, one would suppose from the comments Dio makes in his own authorial 
voice that there is no need to look at the speeches. It is certain ± to linger a moment on the 
narrative ± that the historian viewed the organisation of power within the Republican 
HPSLUHDVDVHULRXVLVVXH,QKLVDFFRXQWRI&DHVDU¶VWKLUGFRQVHFXWLYHWHUPDVdictator and 
consul in 46 BCE WKHKLVWRULDQ VWDWHVTXLWH H[SOLFLWO\KLV YLHZ WKDW WKHGLFWDWRU¶V imperii 
consuetudo had led him to desire absolute power. According to Dio, Caesar reformed the 
provincial administration, decreeing that pro-magistrates should not hold power for more 
than one or two years, 
 
because he himself had ruled the Gauls for many years in succession and 
as a result of this had been led to desire absolute power (ΥὅĲȚ Ĳİ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ
ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢĲΥ?ȞīĮȜĮĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐĳİȟΥ?Ȣ ΥἔĲİıȚȞ ΥἄȡȟĮȢ ΥἔȢĲİĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮȞ ΥἀʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ĲΥ?Ȣ
įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮȢȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞʌȡȠȒȤșȘand to increase his military might, he limited by 
law the term of propraetors to one year and proconsuls to two consecutive 
years, ruling that absolutely no one be permitted to hold and command for a 
longer time than this. 94 
 
7ZR DFFRXQWV RI WKLV ODZ VXUYLYH ZKLFK SUHGDWH 'LR &LFHUR¶V ILUVW Philippica and 
6XHWRQLXV¶ Vita Divi Caesaris.95 0HQWLRQRIWKHGLFWDWRU¶VSUHYLRXVFDUHHULVDEVHQWLQERWK
Although the historian probably read them,96 Dio is our only ancient author who argues 
WKDW &DHVDU¶V RZQ H[SHULHQFH RI UXOLQJ *DXO SUHFLSLWDWHG KLV UHDVVHUWLRQ LQ  BCE that 
commanders ought not to wield power over extended periods. It is clear that, in the 
KLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ LWZDVVSHFLILFDOO\DVD UHVXlt of the experience of commanding 
DEURDGIRU\HDUVDWDWLPHWKDW&DHVDU¶VPRQDUFKLFDODPELWLRQVZHUHJHQHUDWHGDQGWKDWKH
wished to prevent a repetition. 
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As yet there is still nothing especially revolutionary in this. Suetonius and Appian had 
already developed the idea, and there is, again, every likelihood that Dio had read 
Suetonius. Rather, in this section I demonstrate three points which seem to me more 
interesting. First, the historian attaches this argument about imperii consuetudo not only to 
Caesar as Appian and Suetonius had, but to all the major military dynasts of the first 
century BCE, including Marius, Sulla, Metellus, Pompeius, and Caesar. Second, he outlines 
specifically the way in which that problem was surmounted by the Augustan Principate 
and how the reforms passed following the Settlement of 27 BCE directly addressed this 
major failing of the Republican organisation of power. And third, he uses the speeches 
above all to elucidate these explanations.  
 
A moment further on the narrative framework. That imperii consuetudo was a universal 
SUREOHPLQWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFLQ&DVVLXV'LR¶VYLHZ± and not merely restricted to Caesar ± 
is confirmed by his account of the electoral chaos of 53 BCE DQG3RPSHLXV¶ VWDE DW WKH
dictatorship.97 He specifically writes that a decree was passed to the effect that no one 
formerly invested with imperium, either an ex-praetor or ex-consul (ȝȘįȑȞĮ ȝȒĲİ
ıĲȡĮĲȘȖȒıĮȞĲĮȝȒșΥ? Υ?ʌĮĲİȪıĮȞĲĮ), should assume a command abroad without an interim 
of five years (ĲΥὰȢΥἔȟȦΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮȢʌȡΥ?ȞΥἂȞʌȑȞĲİ ΥἔĲȘįȚȑȜșΥ?). 'LR¶VHPEHGGHGIRFDOLVDWLRQ
RIWKH5RPDQV¶LQWHQWLRQVDWWKLVSRLQWLVLQFLVLYHDQGUHYHDOLQJWKH\GLGVRµLQRUGHUWKDW
these men, by not being in a position of power immediately after holding one, would cease 
their craze foU RIILFHV¶ İΥἴ ʌȦȢ Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲȠΥ? ȝΥ? ʌĮȡĮȣĲȓțĮ ΥἐȞ įȣȞȐȝİȚ ĲȚȞΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȖȓȖȞİıșĮȚ
ʌĮȪıĮȚȞĲȠıʌȠȣįĮȡȤȠΥ?ȞĲİȢ).98 
 
Within this narrative framework, then, Cassius Dio clearly presented imperii consuetudo as 
DQLVVXHQRWRQO\LQWKHFRQWH[WRI&DHVDU¶VFDUHHU+Hsuggests that it was a more general 
problem. To Dio, it was specifically the lack of hiatus between periods of authority and the 
SUDFWLFH RI SURURJXLQJ LQGLYLGXDOV¶ FRPPDQGV ± especially shortly after their terms of 
office ± which led to acrimonious competition (ıʌȠȣįĮȡȤȠΥ?ȞĲİȢ) and, more gravely, the 
development of ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?ȢįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮȢ among the governing class.  
 
On a final historical note, successive office-tenure had been forbidden as early as the lex 
Genucia of 342 BCE, which stipulated an interval of ten years between positions of 
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authority; and, more recently in the context of the Late Republic, the lex Villia of 180 BCE 
reasserted that interval, this time reduced to two years. The late res publica, naturally, saw 
repeated deviations from this latter law. The replacement of military crisis in Italy with 
military crisis abroad gave elites justification to exercise their longing for prolonged power 
with a disregard for the legal restrictions; and the popular assemblies, in any case, could 
and repeatedly did disregard those restrictions.99  The effect of this could be profound 
indeed ± and here I turn now to the analysis of the speeches.  
 
I have already argued earlier in this chapter that Dio used his dissuasio of Catulus on the 
Gabinian law to illustrate his view of the conflation in the Republican psychology between 
the dictatorship and tyranny, and to assert the inutility of that office in the face of a 
Republican empire. It seems to me clear, however, that the historian additionally used the 
RUDWLRQWRVHWRXWKLVRZQKLVWRULFDOHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHFDXVHRI0DULXVDQG6XOOD¶VGHVFHQW
into ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?Ȣ įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮȢ. This, he suggests, was the phenomenon of imperii 
consuetudo as the result of continued office-holding. 
 
After the proemium, LQZKLFK&DWXOXV¶SURELW\DQGSDWULRWLVP± and thus his interpretative 
DXWKRULW\IURPWKHUHDGHU¶VSHUVSHFWLYH± are HPSKDVLVHG'LR¶V&DWXOXVPRYHVRQ WR WKH
first of three argumentative sections. The first section maintains that the lex Gabinia is 
forbidden by law (36.31.3-32.3). The second, that the extraordinary new powers enshrined 
in it are unecessary as long as other imperium-holders exist (36.33.1-34.4). And the third, 
that the proposed command would be better exercised by a number of generals directly 
answerable to the people (36.35.1-36.4). Although the title of each of these headings is 
debatable, this is cosmetic. 100  All three sections have at their heart the fundamental 
question of imperii consuetudo LQ'LR¶VKLVWRU\ WKHeffect of prolonged power upon the 
individual and upon the res publica7KHRSHQLQJWR&DWXOXV¶ILUVWVHFWLRQLVZRUWKTXRWLQJ
in full: 
 
First and most importantly (ʌȡΥ?ĲȠȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ țĮΥ? ȝȐȜȚıĲȐ, I say that we should 
never entrust so many commands to a single man, one after another 
(ȝȘįİȞΥ? ΥἑȞΥ? ΥἀȞįȡΥ? ĲȠıĮȪĲĮȢțĮĲΥὰ ĲΥὸ ΥἑȟΥ?ȢΥἀȡȤΥὰȢΥἐʌȚĲȡȑʌİȚȞ. For this is not only 
forbidden by law, but has been found to be very dangerous in our experience. 
Nothing else (ȠΥ?ĲİȖΥὰȡĲΥὸȞȂȐȡȚȠȞΥἄȜȜȠĲȚPDGH0DULXVµZKDWKHZDV¶VRWR
speak, except being entrusted with so many wars in the shortest space of 
time (ΥὅĲȚĲȠıȠȪĲȠȣȢĲİ ΥἐȞ ΥὀȜȚȖȓıĲΥ? ȤȡȩȞΥ? ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣȢ and being made consul 
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six times (Υ?ʌĮĲȠȢ ΥἑȟȐțȚȢ in the briefest period. Nor Sulla, except that he 
commanded our armies for so many years in succession and after this was 
made dictator, then consul (ĲȠıȠȪĲȠȚȢ ΥἐĳİȟΥ?Ȣ ΥἔĲİıȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȡȤΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ?Ȟ
ıĲȡĮĲȠʌȑįȦȞ ΥἔıȤİ țĮΥ? ȝİĲΥὰ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ įȚțĲȐĲȦȡ İΥἶșΥ? Υ?ʌĮĲȠȢ.  For it is not in 
human nature, not only in the youthful spirit but the elder too, to wish to abide 
by the customs of our ancestors when one has been in power for a long time 
(ΥἐȞΥἐȟȠȣıȓĮȚȢΥἐʌΥ? ȠȜΥ?ȞȤȡȩȞȠȞ 101 
 
$FFRUGLQJWR'LR¶VVSHDNHU WKHOXVWIRUSRZHUWKDW OHG0DULXVDQG6XOODWRVHL]HFRQWURO
ZDV WKH GLUHFW UHVXOW RI 5RPH¶V RYHU-reliance upon their skills. Historically, C. Marius 
owed his six consulships in the period 107-101 BCE to the threat of Jugurtha in Numidia 
and a possible Cimbrian invasion. L. Cornelius Sulla took continual charge of the First 
Mithridatic War between 87-83 BCE before serving as dictator and then consul in the two 
IROORZLQJ\HDUVDV'LR¶V&DWXOXVRXWOLQHVKHUH102 &DWXOXV¶DVVHUWLRQWKDWVXFKFRPPDQGV
are forbidden in law (ΥἐȞĲȠΥ?ȢȞȩȝȠȚȢ ΥἀʌȘȖȩȡİȣĲĮȚ) may be an oblique reference to the lex 
Vilia, although it is not necessary to credit this to see that this is an important moment of 
historical interpretation. The problem was imperii consuetudoDQGLWLVWKHµILUVWDQGPRVW
LPSRUWDQW¶ (ʌȡΥ?ĲȠȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ țĮΥ? ȝȐȜȚıĲȐ ĳȘȝȚ RI 'LR¶V &DWXOXV¶ DUJXPHQWV 0RUHRYHU
µQRWKLQJHOVH¶PDGH0DULXVDQG6XOODGHJHQHUDWHȠΥ?ĲİȖΥὰȡĲΥὸȞȂȐȡȚȠȞΥἄȜȜȠĲȚ« ȠΥ?ĲİĲΥὸȞ 
ȈȪȜȜĮȞ) other than their protracted periods of authority, particularly abroad but also in 
domestic magistracies. It seems clear to me that this passage, within a speech, serves as 
CaVVLXV 'LR¶V ILUVW DQG PRVW HODERUDWH WUHDWPHQW RI WKH SUREOHP RI SURORQJHG SHUVRQDO
power under the Republic ± and given the context we are to infer that Pompeius, too, was a 
further iteration of that problem. 
 
2QWKHRWKHUKDQG'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHRI0DULXV¶ DQG6XOOD¶VFDUHHUVLVH[WUHPHO\IUDJPHQWDU\
2QH PD\ UHDVRQDEO\ TXHVWLRQ ZKHWKHU WKHVH ZRUGV RI &DWXOXV¶ DUH WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ
interpretation of the cause of their cupido dominandi, or are intended to serve merely as a a 
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKH µVWDQGDUG RSWLPDWH DUJXPHQWV¶ ZKLFK ZRXOG EH cum rebus tum 
personis accommodata.103  
  
But the fragments themselves seem to suggest that this latter is quite impossible. I have 
DOUHDG\ GLVFXVVHG LQ WKLV FKDSWHU WKH VFDQW YHVWLJHV RI'LR¶V DFFRXQW RI WKH 6XOODQ&LYLO
:DUDQGKLVµWUDQVIRUPDWLRQ¶LQWRDW\UDQWEXWUHXWUQLQJWRWKHVHKHUHZLOOEHEHQHILFLDO,Q
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following his victory over the Marians. He had, as I have already stated, been considered 
foremost in ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓΥ? ĲİțĮΥ? İΥὐıİȕİȓΥ?, but then outdid Marius and Cinna in the brutal 
horrors he inflicted (ĲΥὸȞ įΥ? įΥ? ȀȓȞȞĮȞ țĮΥ? ĲΥὸȞȂȐȡȚȠȞ ĲȠȪȢ Ĳİ ΥἄȜȜȠȣȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȝİĲΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ
ȖİȞȠȝȑȞȠȣȢ ʌȐȞĲĮȢ ΥἅȝĮ Υ?ʌİȡȑȕĮȜİȞ104 Above all, in his evaluation of this process of 
GHJHQHUDWLRQ LQWR W\UDQQ\ WKH KLVWRULDQ SXWV WKH FDVH GRZQ WR 6XOOD¶V H[SHULHQFH RI
absolute conquest (ĲȠΥ? ʌĮȞĲİȜΥ?ȢțȡĮĲȒıİȚȞ ,WZDVWKLV LQ'LR¶VYLHZZKLFKFRUUXSWHG
the general and made him institute a tyranny over the Republic. 105  This, of course, 
IROORZHGGLUHFWO\DIWHU6XOOD¶VFRPPDQGLQWKH6RFLDO:DU-88 BCE) and then the First 
Mithridatic War (87-86 BCE), followed by further command in the east (85-83 BCE) and, as 
'LR¶V&DWXOXVVWDWHVKLVGLFWDtorship (82-81 BCE) and consulship at the end of that decade. 
,W VHHPV WRPHFOHDU WKDW WKHYLHZRI&DWXOXV LQ WKLV ILUVWVHFWLRQ LV WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQ
evaluation of the cause of his longing for absolute power: imperii consuetudo. 
 
'LR¶V&DWXOXVRSHQVWhe second section of his speech by reiterating that his first argument, 
WKDW SRZHU RXJKW QRW WR EH FRQFHQWUDWHG UHSHDWHGO\ LQ RQH PDQ¶V KDQGV LV µWKH PRVW
LPSRUWDQW RI DOO¶ ʌȡΥ?ĲȠȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ ȠΥ?Ȟ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ țĮΥ? ȝȐȜȚıĲĮ ȜȑȖȦ106 The crucial connection 
between imperii consuetudo and the degeneration of Sulla is therefore deliberately 
underlined at both the introduction and close of that exemplum. In this second section, 
'LR¶V&DWXOXVDVVHUWVWKDWWKHXQFRQVWLWXWLRQDOSRZHUVRIWKHlex Gabinia were in any case 
not required, as the usual system of propraetors and proconsuls functioned perfectly well. 
µ)RUZK\ERWKHUWRHOHFWWKHDQQXDOPDJLVWUDWHVDWDOO¶&DWXOXVDVNVµLI\RXDUHQRWJRLQJ
to make use of them for such tasks? Surely not just so they can go about in purple-bordered 
WRJDV"¶107 It is possible, as Saylor Rodgers has observed, that Dio imitated Demosthenes in 
this thought; although a Demosthenic overlap is not a persuasive basis on which to bypass 
the historical-explanatory value of the speech.108 In this section, 'LR¶V&DWXOXVVWUHVVHVWKDW
in the context of 67 BCE ± ORQJ EHIRUH &DHVDU¶V imperii consuetudo ± the continued 
prorogation of military authority had led already to disaster: 
 
How can it be right that a new command be created, and that for three years 
and over all affairs within Italy, without Italy, and, in a word, over everything? 
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For I think that you all know how many disasters come to states from this 
practice (ΥἐțĲȠΥ? ĲȠȚȠȪĲȠȣ, and how many men have frequently disturbed our 
people and wrought incalculable harm upon themselves because of their 
lust for extra-legal powers (ΥὅıȠȚįȚΥὰ ĲΥὰȢʌĮȡĮȞȩȝȠȣȢĳȚȜĮȡȤȓĮȢĲȩȞĲİįΥ?ȝȠȞ
ΥἡȝΥ?Ȟ ʌȠȜȜȐțȚȢ ΥἐĲȐȡĮȟĮȞ țĮΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ĮΥ?ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȝȣȡȓĮ țĮțΥὰ İΥ?ȡȖȐıĮȞĲȠ ʌȐȞĲİȢ
ΥὁȝȠȓȦȢΥἐʌȓıĲĮıșİ 109 
 
7KLVYHLQRI&DWXOXV¶DUJXPHQWZLOOEHIDmiliar; I have already discussed it with respect to 
WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V SUREOHPDWLVDWLRQ RI WKH 5HSXEOLFDQ GLFWDWRUVKLS %XW WKH RYHUODS KHUH
DOUHDG\ H[LVWHG LQ'LR¶VKLVWRULFDO WKLQNLQJ+HYLHZHG WKHdictatura, as I set out in the 
previous section, as unviable in 67 BCE not only on reputational grounds, but on 
constitutional and practical grounds: the legal restrictions rendered it unsuitable for 
addressing military crisis abroad. Here Dio seems to me also to articulate a different, but 
very much related, problem. The dictatorship was unable to remedy the complex and 
drawn-out pirate situation outwith Italy; but someone necessarily had to. The proposed 
command, of three years, with many legati, away from the capital and senatorial oversight, 
was in the historLDQ¶VYLHZDQDWKHPD WR WKH FRQWHPSRUDU\5HSXEOLFDQEXW LI WKHUHZHUH
other viable alernatives, Dio is unaware of them and presents the contemporary political 
class as equally nonplussed. The lex Gabinia was quite inevitable in that context, 
particularly in view of the populus¶DGRUDWLRQRI3RPSHLXVLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VDVVHVVPHQW110 
This, as I discussed in Chapter 3, was necessarily a chance for Pompeius to acquire further 
įȩȟĮ DQGįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮDQG'LR¶V&DWXOXVKHUHERWKUHIOHFWVDQGSURJQRVWLFDWHV'LVDVWHUV he 
VWDWHVKDYHµPDQ\WLPHVDOUHDG\¶ʌȠȜȜȐțȚȢ) been wrought upon Rome specifically from 
µDSUDFWLFHVXFKDVWKLV¶ΥἐțĲȠΥ? ĲȠȚȠȪĲȠȣ): that of entrusting individual generals with too 
much power. Dio has his Catulus state immediately before this excerpt ± and I think quite 
deliberately ± that the system of annual magistrates ought to be maintained.111  
 
What we have here, therefore, is a calm reflection on the Republican practice of entrusting 
individual commanders with military authority over long periods, and on the disastrous 
consequences of this practice. There seems little doubt to me that this reflection is the 
KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ 2QH QHHG RQO\ FRPSDUH WKHVH VWDWHPHQWV RI &DWXOXV WR WKH QDUUDWLYH
IUDPHZRUNRIYLHZVH[SUHVVHGLQ'LR¶VRZQYRLFHWRSHUFHLYHWKat the historian regarded 
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imperii conseutudo as a genuine concern in the late res publica, and not merely with 
respect to Caesar as Suetonius argued. It originated much earlier with Marius and Sulla.112 
 
,FORVHP\DQDO\VLVRI'LR¶VXVHRI&DWXOXVWRHODERUDWHWKHKLVWRULFDOSUREOHPRI imperii 
consuetudo ZLWKDEULHI UHFDSLWXODWLRQRIDQHDUOLHUSRLQW7KLV LV WKHVXJJHVWLRQRI'LR¶V
orator in the third section of his speech that great honours and powers exalt, and then 
destroy, even the best men (ĮΥἵ Ĳİ ȖΥὰȡȝİȖȐȜĮȚ ĲȚȝĮΥ? țĮΥ? ĮΥ? Υ?ʌȑȡȠȖțȠȚ ΥἐȟȠȣıȓĮȚțĮΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ĲȠȚȠȪĲȠȣȢΥἐʌĮȓȡȠȣıȚțĮΥ? įȚĮĳșİȓȡȠȣıȚȞ).113 I have already shown, in Chapter 4,114 the way 
in which Dio uses his orator as a means of prognostication. The historian judged the 
ramifications of the lex Gabinia in markedly moral terms. He set out in this speech, first, a 
prediction of the ĳșȩȞȠȢ which would indeed later result from the prestige of that 
command, rendering Pompeius politically impotent and driving him into the Triumvirate; 
and, second, a foreshadowing of Pompeius being exalted and then destroyed by ȝİȖȐȜĮȚ
ĲȚȝĮΥ? țĮΥ? Υ?ʌȑȡȠȖțȠȚ ΥἐȟȠȣıȓĮȚ, realised at Pharsalus in 48 BCE ZKHQ 3RPSHLXV¶
complacency after an exceptional military career left him defeated and, ultimately, ruined. 
 
But Dio also seems to me to use this third section to make a more general argument about 
the deleterious effects of prolonged personal power, especially military, upon individual 
ambition.  
 
Who does not know that it is neither remotely appropriate nor advantageous to 
entrust all our business to one man (ĲΥὰ ʌȡȐȖȝĮĲĮ ʌȡȠıĲȐııİıșĮȚ țĮΥ? ΥἕȞĮ
ĲȚȞΥὰ), or for any one man to be master of all our possessions, even if he is the 
most excellent? Great honours and excessive powers exalt, and then destroy, 
even such excellent men DVWKHVHȝİȖȐȜĮȚĲȚȝĮΥ? țĮΥ? ĮΥ? Υ?ʌȑȡȠȖțȠȚΥἐȟȠȣıȓĮȚțĮΥ? 
ĲȠΥ?ȢĲȠȚȠȪĲȠȣȢΥἐʌĮȓȡȠȣıȚțĮΥ? įȚĮĳșİȓȡȠȣıȚȞ115 
 
'LR¶V UHDGHU KDV DOUHDG\ REVHUYHG WKH WUXWK RI WKLV VWDWHPHQW LQ WKH HDUOLHU DFFRunts of 
0DULXV¶DQG6XOOD¶VGHJHQHUDWLRQLQWREUXWDOLW\,Q'LR¶VDVVHVVPHQWWKHFKDUDFWHURI6XOOD
in particular was exalted by his great and continual power, and then destroyed by that same 
DJHQF\'LR¶VDUJXPHQW LQ WKLVSDVVDJHLV WKDWJUDQWLQJ3RPSHLXs yet another position of 
great authority, enshrined in the lex Gabinia, would make him as habituated to his own 
power as his predecessors, exalting and ultimately destroying him. The Republic would 
again suffer as a result. 
                                                          
112
 For which cf. pp. 166-169 above. 
113
 Cass. Dio. 36.35.1 
114
 For which cf. pp. 121-123 and 124-127 above.  
115





This is precisely what the latHUFRQVHTXHQFHVRI3RPSHLXV¶imperii consuetudo turn out to 
be. In his prefatory comments before Pharsalus, Dio outlines that both Pompeius and 
Caesar were ambitious for dominion.116 µ%RWK¶ KH ZULWHV µZHUH UHDFKLQJ DIWHU DEVROXWH
power ʌĮȞĲΥὸȢ țȡȐĲȠȣȢ, and were greatly influenced by innate ambition ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓΥ? 
ΥἐȝĳȪĲΥ?) DQGDOVRE\JUHDWDFTXLUHGULYDOU\«WKHLUWHPSHUDPHQWVRQO\GLIIHUHQWLQVRIDUDV
3RPSHLXVGHVLUHGWREHVHFRQGWRQRPDQDQG&DHVDUWREHILUVWRIDOO¶117 7KHKLVWRULDQ¶V
reflection on their respective careers at this point is interesting, and highly relevant. He 
envisages the pair enumerating their former commands; Pompey thinking of Africa, 
Sertorius, Mithridates, and his pirate command; and Caesar of Gaul, Spain, the crossing of 
WKH5KLQHDQGWKHH[SHGLWLRQWR%ULWDLQµ$QGWKLQNLQJLQGHHGWKDWDOOWKRVHDFKLHYHPHQWV
ZHUH DW VWDNH DQG HDFK EHLQJ HDJHU WR DSSURSULDWH WKH RWKHU¶V JORU\ WKH\ ZHUH PRVW
H[FLWHG¶118 The pair were thus incited to battle, and indeed to the civil war, by their long 
and glorious military careers. Caesar, Dio states, had no intention of becoming a private 
FLWL]HQ DJDLQ µDIWHU FRPPDQGLQJ IRU VXFK D ORQJ WLPH¶ Υἐț ȤȡȠȞȓȠȣ ΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮȢ);119  but 
Pompeius, too, had been similarly corrupted by his imperii consuetudo. Dio places 
Pompeius in a continuum of ambitious generals whose lengthy tenure of military authority 
corrupted and destroyed both them and the res publica.  
 
How, then, to prevent imperii consuetudo among the commanders of the regime that 
followed the Republic? I argue that the solution can be found again in the Agrippa-
Maecenas debate. In the previous section I explored the way in which Cassius Dio used the 
exhortations of his Agrippa and Maecenas as a means of historical explanation. He set up, 
through Agrippa, a final reflection on the Republican dictatura. In the narrative context, 
DIWHU WKH DFFRXQWV RI6XOOD¶V DQG&DHVDU¶V GLFWDWRUVKLSV DQG WKH VSHHFKHV RI&DWXOXV DQG
Cicero likening these to tyranny, the speaker outlined a key challenge the Augustan 
Principate would have to overcome: the people proceeded against Caesar for his 
aspirations to regnum, and could do so too with Augustus (ȝȑȝȞȘıĮȚįΥ? ΥὅʌȦȢĲΥ? ʌĮĲȡȓıȠȣ
ʌȡȠıȘȞȑȤșȘıĮȞΥὅĲȚĲȚȞΥὰ Υ?ʌȠȥȓĮȞΥἐȢĮΥὐĲΥὸȞȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮȢΥἔıȤȠȞ). Moreover, men who aspired 
to tyranny were punished severely by citizens (ʌȜΥ?ȞΥἄȞĲȚȢĲȣȡĮȞȞȓįȠȢΥἐʌȚșȣȝȒıΥ?ĲȠΥ?ĲȠȞ
ȖΥὰȡΥ?ıȤȣȡΥ?ȢțȠȜȐȗȠȣıȚ); and this, certainly, was no empty threat after the fate of the last 
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dictator. The response of Maecenas, however, outlined tKH KLVWRULDQ¶V HYDOXDWLRQ RI WKH
means whereby Augustus could bypass the toxicity of the titles of dictator and rex, and the 
importance of adopting a new, uncorrupted title: ıİȕĮıĲȩȢ. This recommendation of the 
VWXGLRXVDYRLGDQFHRIROGWLWOHVSURSRVHGZDVRIFRXUVHIROORZHGE\'LR¶V$XJXVWXVODWHU
in the diegesis.  
 
In a similar fashion, the historian seems to me to have used the įȝȠțȡĮĲȚțȩȢ speech of 
Agrippa and its monarchist counterpart to reflect upon the problem of imperii consuetudo 
in the Late Republic, and then to outline the means of addressing this. To Dio, the key to 
halting the corrosive issue of the distribution of power, and particularly over lengthy 
periods within the empire, lay within the first princeps¶ UHIRUPV WR WKH SURYLQFLDO
administration.  
 
%XW EHIRUH WKH VROXWLRQ FRPHV 'LR¶V FOHDU UHLWHUDWLRQ RI WKH SUREOHP 0DUVKDOOLQJ KLV
arguments for a res publica restituta, Agrippa outlines a weak argument for rejecting 
monarchy. An emperor, he states, would need to have many helpers ± helpers sent out to 
the corners of the empire, far from his superintendence. Yet so far from serving as a 
grounds to reject monarchy, this merely elaborates, more fully, what has by this point in 
WKHQDUUDWLYHSURYHQWREHVXFKDIXQGDPHQWDOIODZRI'LR¶V5HSXEOLF 
 
Then again, apart from those who are guilty of wrongdoing, there are many 
men who pride themselves, some on their birth, others on their wealth, and still 
others on something else, who, though in general not bad men, are yet by nature 
opposed to the principle of monarchy. If a ruler allows these men to become 
strong, he cannot live in safety (țĮΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢȠΥ?ĲΥ? ĮΥ?ȟİıșĮȓĲȚȢ ΥἐΥ?Ȟ ΥἀıĳĮȜΥ?Ȣ
įȪȞĮĲĮȚ ȗΥ?Ȟ, and if, on the other hand, he undertakes to impose a check on 
them, he cannot do so justly. What, then, will you do with them? How will you 
deal with them?...For if you allow these various classes to grow strong, you 
will not be able to deal with them easily (ΥἂȞ įΥ? ΥἐȐıΥ?Ȣ ĲĮΥ?șΥ? ΥὡȢ ΥἕțĮıĲĮ
ĮΥ?ȟİȚȞȠΥὐțΥἂȞΥ?įȓȦȢĮΥὐĲΥὰ įȚȐșȠȚȠ. True, if you alone were equal to carrying 
on the business of the state and the business of warfare successfully and in a 
manner to meet the demands of each situation, and needed no assistant for any 
of these matters, it would be a different matter. As the case stands, however, 
since you would be governing this vast world, it would be quite essential 
for you to have many helpers (ʌΥ?ıȐıİ ΥἀȞȐȖțȘıȣȞĮȖȦȞȚıĲΥὰȢʌȠȜȜȠȪȢ ΥἅĲİ
ĲȠıĮȪĲȘȢȠΥ?țȠȣȝȑȞȘȢ ΥἄȡȤȠȞĲĮ ΥἔȤİȚȞ; and of course they ought all to be both 
brave and high-spirited. Now if you hand over the legions and the offices to 
men of such parts, there will be danger that both you and your government 
will be overthrown (țȓȞįȣȞȠȢΥἔıĲĮȚțĮΥ? ıȠΥ? țĮΥ? ĲΥ? ʌȠȜȚĲİȓΥ? țĮĲĮȜȣșΥ?ȞĮȚ«,I




indifferent origin in charge of affairs, you will very soon incur the resentment 
of the first class, who will think themselves distrusted, and you will very soon 
fail in the greatest eQWHUSULVHV«And yet I need not explain to you all the evils 
that naturally result from such a condition, for you know them thoroughly 
(ΥὅıĮΥἐțĲȠȪĲȠȣțĮțΥὰ ȖȓȖȞİıșĮȚʌȑĳȣțİĲΥὰ ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἄȜȜĮȠΥὐįΥ?ȞįȑȠȝĮȓıȠȚıĮĳΥ?Ȣ
İΥ?įȩĲȚįȚȘȖİΥ?ıșĮ; but this one thing I shall say, as I am constrained to do ² 
that if a minister of this kind failed in every duty, he would injure you far 




3ULQFLSDWH 7KH KLVWRULDQ GHOLEHUDWHO\ GUDZV WKH UHDGHU¶V DWWHQWLRQ WR WKLV WUDQVLWLRQ E\ D
programmatic statement at the beginning of Book 52, a moment before AgULSSD¶VVSHHFK
VWDWLQJ WKDW µWKHVHZHUH WKHDFKLHYHPHQWVRI WKH5RPDQVDQG WKHVH WKHLUVXIIHULQJVXQGHU
the monarchy, under the Republic, and under the dominion of a few, over a period of 725 
\HDUV¶121 These comments thus seem to me as much a reflection on the history of what has 
come before, which the reader has to this point seen played out at great length, as on the 
problems of monarchy as such.  
 
,Q WKLVFRQWH[W'LR¶VDXGLHQFHFDQQRW IDLO WR WKLQNXSRQ UHDGLQJ WKLVSDVVDJHRI0DULXV
Sulla, Pompeius, and Caesar. I am at a loss as to what other generals in the empire who, 
entrusted with its legions and its governance as Agrippa states, could pose a risk of 
overthrowing the government (ȠΥὐțȠΥ?Ȟ ΥἂȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ ĲȠȚȠȪĲȠȚȢ ĲȚıΥ? ĲȐ Ĳİ ıĲȡĮĲİȪȝĮĲĮ țĮΥ? ĲΥὰȢ
ΥἀȡȤΥὰȢ ΥἐȖȤİȚȡȓȗΥ?Ȣ țȓȞįȣȞȠȢ ΥἔıĲĮȚ țĮΥ? ıȠΥ? țĮΥ? ĲΥ? ʌȠȜȚĲİȓΥ? țĮĲĮȜȣșΥ?ȞĮȚ 'LR¶V $JULSSD
later uses the precise exempla of Marius, Sulla, Pompeius, and Caesar in a survey of 
generals of the Republic, thus bringing them directly to the forefront.122  
 
$JULSSD¶VDUJXPHQWOLNH&DWXOXV¶HDUOLHURQWKHGLFWDWRUVKLSFHUWDLQO\VHHPVLOORJLFDO+H
is made to dissuade Augustus from becoming a monarch on the grounds that he would 
require numerous helpers abroad in administering his empire (ʌΥ?ıȐ ıİ ΥἀȞȐȖțȘ
ıȣȞĮȖȦȞȚıĲΥὰȢʌȠȜȜȠȪȢΥἅĲİĲȠıĮȪĲȘȢȠΥ?țȠȣȝȑȞȘȢΥἄȡȤȠȞĲĮΥἔȤİȚȞ). These, too, would have 
to be entrusted with armies and positions of power; and they would have to be brave and 
high-spirited (ΥἀȞįȡİȓȠȣȢțĮΥ? ĳȡȠȞȓȝȠȣȢ), able to carry out their commands with distinction. 
<HW'LR¶V$JULSSDVtates, if the princeps allows these men to prosper and become strong 
                                                          
120
 Cass. Dio. 52.8. 
121
 &DV'LRĲĮΥ?ĲĮȝΥ?ȞΥἔȞĲİĲΥ? ȕĮıȚȜİȓΥ? țĮΥ? ΥἐȞĲΥ? įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓΥ? ĲĮΥ?ȢĲİįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮȚȢʌȑȞĲİĲİțĮΥ? İΥἴțȠıȚ
țĮΥ? ΥἑʌĲĮțȠıȓȠȚȢΥἔĲİıȚțĮΥ? ΥἔʌȡĮȟĮȞȠΥ? Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȚțĮΥ? ΥἔʌĮșȠȞ 
122




with their legions within the empire, he cannot possibly enjoy security himself (ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ȠΥ?ĲΥ? ĮΥ?ȟİıșĮȓĲȚȢΥἐΥ?ȞΥἀıĳĮȜΥ?ȢįȪȞĮĲĮȚȗΥ?Ȟ). Indeed, such men would injure the emperor 
more than his enemies abroad could (ʌȠȜΥ? ʌȜİȓȦ ΥἄȞ ıİ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȠȜİȝȓȦȞ ȕȜȐȥİȚİȞ), and 
SRVHGWKHULVNRIXOWLPDWHO\RYHUWKURZLQJWKHJRYHUQPHQW,VWKLVQRW'LR¶VKLVWRU\RIWKH
Late Republic?  
 
$JULSSD¶VDUJXPHQWRQWKHGDQJHURIPRQDUFK\DQGWKHEHQHILWRIįȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ is therefore 
deliberately illogical and unpersuasive. This, however, is not because the speech acted as a 
cosmetic prelude to the main feature of Maecenas,123 or was poorly composed. Rather, Dio 
deliberately presents the impasse through his orator: imperii consuetudo would always be 
an issue when the strong are given military authority far from the city of Rome, regardless 
of the constitution. It certainly had been under the įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ ZKLFK 'LR¶V $JULSSD
idealises into unpersuasive fantasy while simultaneously rehearsing one of the reasons for 
LWVFROODSVH ,Q WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VDVVHVVPHQW WKHQ imperii consuetudo remained a very real 
risk indeed to the new monarchical regime, as it had been, fatally, under the Republic.   
 
In his Maecenas, Cassius Dio delineates his interpretation of the measures necessary to 
rectify the destructive organisation of military power under the res publica and to secure 
YLDEOH FRQVWLWXWLRQDO FKDQJH 'LR¶V0DHFHQDV SURIfers three suggestions which, I argue, 
relate fully to the historical problem of imperii consuetudo in the first century BCE. After 
suggesting that these will make it both possible and easy for the new princeps µWRUXOHZHOO
DQGZLWKRXWGDQJHU¶KHRXWOLQHVKLV SODQ țĮΥ? įȣȞĮĲΥὸȞțĮΥ? Υ?įȚȠȞ ĲΥ? Ȗİ ΥἔȝĳȡȠȞȚ ĲΥὸ țĮΥ? 
țĮȜΥ?ȢțĮΥ? ΥἀțȚȞįȪȞȦȢΥἄȡȟĮȚ).124  
 
Dio argues through his Maecenas, first, that the new princeps ought to cleanse the Senate 
RI DQ\ XQVDYRXU\ ILJXUHV µVLQFH VRPH RQ DFFRXQW RI RXU FLYLO VWULIHV KDYH EHFRPH
VHQDWRUVZKRDUHQRWZRUWK\¶ΥἐʌİȚįȒĲȚȞİȢȠΥὐțΥἐʌȚĲȒįİȚȠȚįȚΥὰ ĲΥὰȢıĲȐıİȚȢȕİȕȠȣȜİȪțĮıȚ). 
He should then hand-pick their replacements himself, selecting candidates to join the 
governing class not on the basis of their wealth ± indeed, he should donate the required 
monies if necessary ± but those who are of good birth and good character (ΥἀȞĲΥ? įΥ? įΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ
ΥἄȜȜȦȞĲȠȪȢĲİȖİȞȞĮȚȠĲȐĲȠȣȢțĮΥ? ĲȠΥ?ȢΥἀȡȓıĲȠȣȢ). This, the speaker suggests, will solve the 
SUREOHPRIDVVLVWDQWVWRUXOHWKHHPSLUHSRVHGHDUOLHUE\$JULSSDµIRULQWKLVZD\\RXZLOO
have many assistants and secure the loyalty of the leading provincials; and the provinces, 
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KDYLQJ QR OHDGHUV RI GLVWLQFWLRQ ZLOO QRW FDXVH SROLWLFDO UHYROXWLRQV¶ ȠΥ?Ĳİ ΥἐțİΥ?ȞĮ
ȞİȠȤȝȫıİȚĲȚȝȘįȑȞĮΥἐȜȜȩȖȚȝȠȞʌȡȠıĲȐĲȘȞΥἔȤȠȞĲĮ.125 
 
Secondly, Augustus should appoint magistrates and imperial governors himself. The 
KLVWRULDQ¶VDQDO\VLVKHUHLVLQFLVLYHDQGDJDLQKDVHYHU\WKLQJWRGRZLWKKLVKLVWRU\RIWKH
Late Republic. All appointments, Maecenas states, should be made by the emperor, and 
should certainly not be entrusted to the plebs or the citizen body to fill. The reasoning 
EHKLQGWKLVDUJXPHQWRI'LR¶V0DHFHQDVLVUHYHDOLQJµIRUWKHSHRSOHZLOOFDXVHFLYLOVWULIH 
(ıĲĮıȚȐıȠȣıȚ) because of those offices, and the senators will use them to further their 
ambitions įȚĮıʌȠȣįȐıȠȞĲĮȚ¶. One cannot help but think here of the lex Gabinia episode, 
in which the mendacity and self-LQWHUHVWRI3RPSHLXVDQG*DELQLXVLQ'LR¶VUHFRQVWUXFWLRQ
succeeded in winning over the populus DQGVHFXULQJIXUWKHUįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ for the former. To 
ensure, furthermore, that the Republican magistracies and pro-magistracies abroad are 
shorn of their potential to overthrow the government, Augustus should additionally deprive 
them of their traditional powers and make them titular, µVR WKDW WKH VDPH WKLQJV GR QRW
happen all over again¶ (ΥἵȞĮȝΥ? ĲΥὰ ĮΥὐĲΥὰ ĮΥ?șȚȢȖȑȞȘĲĮȚ).126 In this way, those in receipt of 
the honour of those positions domi militiaeque will continue to enjoy the prestige of their 
WLWOHV EXW ZLOO EH XQDEOH WR µFDXVH DQRWKHU UHYROXWLRQ¶ ȝȒĲİ ĲȠΥ? ΥἀȟȚȫȝĮĲȩȢ ĲȚ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ
ΥἀĳĮȚȡȒıİȚțĮΥ? ĲȠΥ?ȢȞİȦĲİȡȓıĮȚ ĲȚΥἐșİȜȒıȠȣıȚȝΥ? ΥἐʌȚĲȡȑȥİȚ127 
 
Finally ± and crucially ± 0DHFHQDVLQVLVWVRQDORQJKLDWXVEHWZHHQDPDJLVWUDWH¶VWHQXUHLQ
the city and his position of command abroad. Pro-magistrates should not go out 
immediately after their urban office, but should wait; and, even more importantly, they 
should not be under arms during this period: 
 
So deprive the magistracies of their power ĲΥ?ȢįΥ? Υ?ıȤȪȠȢʌĮȡȐȜȣıȠȞto such 
an extent that, although you will not be taking away any of their prestige, you 
will give no one who wishes it the chance to cause another revolution (țĮΥ? 
ĲȠΥ?ȢȞİȦĲİȡȓıĮȚĲȚΥἐșİȜȒıȠȣıȚȝΥ? ἐʌȚĲȡȑȥİȚ. This is how it will be, then, if you 
assign them mainly to domestic affairs (ΥἐȞįȒȝȠȣȢ. And do not allow any of 
them to have armed forces during their term nor immediately afterward 
(ȝȒĲİ ΥἐȞĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȡȤΥ?ȢțĮȚȡΥ? ΥὅʌȜĮĲȚȞΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȖȤİȚȡȓıΥ?ȢȝȒĲİİΥὐșȪȢ. Rather, 
you should allow them only after a lapse of some time (ΥἀȜȜΥὰ ȤȡȩȞȠȣ
įȚİȜșȩȞĲȠȢ, as much as seems sufficient to you in each instance. For in this 
way, none of them will stir up revolutions, since they will never be put in 
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command of legions while still enjoying the prestige of their titles, and they 
will be more peaceable after they have been private citizens for a time (ȠΥ?Ĳİ
ĲȚȞΥ?Ȣ ȞİȠȤȝȫıȠȣıȚ ıĲȡĮĲȠʌȑįȦȞ țȪȡȚȠȚ ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥὀȞȠȝȐĲȦȞ ĳȡȠȞȒȝĮĲȚ
ȖİȞȩȝİȞȠȚțĮΥ? ȤȡȩȞȠȞĲȚȞΥὰ Υ?įȚȦĲİȪıĮȞĲİȢʌİʌĮȞșȒıȠȞĲĮȚ.128 
 
This important passage seems to me a persuasive analysis of all that Dio perceived as 
defective in the allocation of imperium under the Republic. The connection, here, between 
the protracted tenure of military authority and the capacity for revolution is spelled out 
SODLQO\DQGUHSHDWHGO\LQGHHG0DHFHQDV¶VWDWHPHQWKHUHWKDWRIILFH-holders ZLOOEHµPRUH
SHDFHDEOH DIWHU D VSHOO DV SULYDWH FLWL]HQV¶ ȤȡȩȞȠȞ ĲȚȞΥὰ Υ?įȚȦĲİȪıĮȞĲİȢ ʌİʌĮȞșȒıȠȞĲĮȚ
RYHUODSVZLWKWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQQDUUDWLYHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKH6HQDWH¶VDWWHPSWLQBCE 
to reassert the principle forbidding successive office-holding, particularly with regard to 
ex-praetors and ex-consuls  (ȝȘįȑȞĮȝȒĲİıĲȡĮĲȘȖȒıĮȞĲĮȝȒșΥ? Υ?ʌĮĲİȪıĮȞĲĮ). They hoped 
WKDWWKHVHPHQµE\QRWEHLQJLQDSRVLWLRQRISRZHULPPHGLDWHly after holding one, would 
FHDVH WKHLU FUD]H IRU RIILFHV¶ İΥἴ ʌȦȢ Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲȠΥ? ȝΥ? ʌĮȡĮȣĲȓțĮ ΥἐȞ įȣȞȐȝİȚ ĲȚȞΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ȖȓȖȞİıșĮȚ ʌĮȪıĮȚȞĲȠ ıʌȠȣįĮȡȤȠΥ?ȞĲİȢ129 In this important context, there is additionally 
0DHFHQDV¶GLVWLQFWLRQEHWZHHQWKRVHDVVLJQHGWRGRPHVWLFDIIDLUVĲȐĲİΥἄȜȜĮțĮΥ? ΥἐȞįȒȝȠȣȢ
ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀʌȠĳȒȞΥ?Ȣ DQG WKRVH Ln possession of armed forces, either during their term or 
LPPHGLDWHO\DIWHULWȝȒĲİΥἐȞĲΥ? ĲΥ?ȢΥἀȡȤΥ?ȢțĮȚȡΥ? ΥὅʌȜĮĲȚȞΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?ȞΥἐȖȤİȚȡȓıΥ?ȢȝȒĲİİΥὐșȪȢ
Through his orator here in 27 BCE, Cassius Dio lays out his interpretation of the 
appropriate remedy to a distinctly Late Republican issue he raised through Catulus four 
decades earlier: that no individual should be entrusted with many positions of command, 
RQHDIWHU DQRWKHU ȝȘįİȞΥ? ΥἑȞΥ? ΥἀȞįȡΥ? ĲȠıĮȪĲĮȢțĮĲΥὰ ĲΥὸ ΥἑȟΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȡȤΥὰȢ ΥἐʌȚĲȡȑʌİȚȞ130 This, in 
short, is the problem of imperii consuetudo; and through Maecenas, the historian 
DUWLFXODWHVKLVVROXWLRQVWRWKDWSUREOHP7KHVSHDNHU¶VVWDWHPHQWVVHHPWRPHFRQVWUXFWHG
quite deliberately in the context of the preceding narrative, as a direct response to the Late 
Republican problem of individual commanders growing habituated to their own authority 
by long periods in power. 
 
This is exactly the LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ WKDW WKH KLVWRULDQ DSSOLHV WR $XJXVWXV¶ UHIRUPV WR WKH
provincial administration in 27 BCE in Book 53. As I detailed in Chapter 3, Dio writes first  
that the new princeps feigned a reluctant acceptance of the absolute power offered to him 
by the Senate. In the narrative which follows that recusatio imperii, Dio outlines a series of 
Augustan reforms which strike me as paUWLFXODUO\ LPSRUWDQW LQ UHODWLRQ WR &DWXOXV¶ DQG
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Agrippa-0DHFHQDV¶ FRPPHQWV RQ imperii consuetudo, and indeed in relation to the 
KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ DXWKRULDO FRPPHQWV FLWHG DW WKH VWDUW RI WKLV VHFWLRQ PRUH JHQHUDOO\
According to Dio, wishing to appear µ5HSXEOLFDQ¶įȘȝȠĲȚțȩȢ),131 Augustus declared that 
he would not govern all the provinces himself. Instead, he made some senatorial, and 
others imperial, entrusting to thH 6HQDWH µWKH ZHDNHU SURYLQFHV on the pretext that they 
were safer and peaceful and not at ZDU¶ĲΥὰ ȝΥ?ȞΥἀıșİȞȑıĲİȡĮΥὡȢțĮΥ? İΥ?ȡȘȞĮΥ?ĮțĮΥ? ΥἀʌȩȜİȝĮ
ΥἀʌȑįȦțİ ĲΥ? ȕȠȣȜΥ?), but to himself the stronger imperial provinces, on the grounds that 
they were more dangerous and troublesome, thus sparing the Sentate bother (ĲΥὰ įΥ? 
Υ?ıȤȣȡȩĲİȡĮ ΥὡȢ țĮΥ? ıĳĮȜİȡΥὰ țĮΥ? ΥἐʌȚțȓȞįȣȞĮ). 132  'LR¶V DQDO\VLV KHUH VHHPV WR PH
significant: 
 
He said that he was taking this course so that the Senate might enjoy the best of 
the empire without fear while he himself would have all the hardships and 
dangers. In reality, it was so that under this pretext the senate would be 
unarmed and feeble, while he alone would have arms and maintain troops 
(ΥἵȞĮ ΥἐʌΥ? ĲΥ? ʌȡȠĳȐıİȚĲĮȪĲΥ? ΥἐțİΥ?ȞȠȚȝΥ?ȞțĮΥ? ΥἄȠʌȜȠȚțĮΥ? ΥἄȝĮȤȠȚ Υ?ıȚȞĮΥὐĲΥὸȢįΥ? 
įΥ? ȝȩȞȠȢțĮΥ? ΥὅʌȜĮΥἔȤΥ? țĮΥ? ıĲȡĮĲȚȫĲĮȢĲȡȑĳΥ?).133 
 
,QWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZWKHQLWZDVE\LPSRVLQJGLUHFWLPSHULDOFRQWURORYHUWKHDOORFDWLRQ
of legions qua provinces that Augustus curbed the capacity of the senatorial class ± that is, 
the governing and commanding class ± WRPDNHµWKHVDPHWKLQJVKDSSHQ DOORYHUDJDLQ¶ĲΥὰ 
ĮΥὐĲΥὰ ĮΥ?șȚȢDV0DHFHQDVVWDWHGThe actions of the first princeps are constructed as a direct 
UHVSRQVHWRWKHLVVXHVRXWOLQHGLQ&DWXOXV¶DQG$JULSSD¶VRUDWLRQVDQGWKHVROXWLRQVSRVLWHG
in Maecenas. The historian, moreover, provides an embedded focalisation which lays bare 
KLVHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHHPSHURU¶VWUXHLQWHQWLRQVWRNHHSWKHJRYHUQLQJFODVV± WKHµLPSHULDO
counterculture ± weak, and himself ± WKHµFHQWUH¶± strong.134  
 
To complete the package, Augustus furthermore decreed that the governors of his own, 
imperial provinces be selected by the princeps himself; but that those of the senatorial 
provinces be chosen at random, by lot. The historian provides no analysis of the historical 
ramifications of this measure here. However, he ceUWDLQO\ ODERXUV$XJXVWXV¶GXSOLFLW\ LQ
pretending to be guarding the best interests of the governing and senatorial class while in 
IDFW NHHSLQJ WKH OLRQ¶V VKDUH RI PLOLWDU\ SRZHU ZLWKLQ WKH SURYLQFHV IRU KLPVHOI 7KH
conclusion seems to me implicit: the element of chance ± the random allocation to 
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commands abroad by lot ± for the senatorial class weakened the ordo, while in inverse 
proportion the direct oversight of the princeps kept the centre strong:  
 
This, then, was the appointment of the provinces. But as Caesar wished ± 
naturally! ± to lead the Romans far away from thinking that he had 
monarchy in view (ȕȠȣȜȘșİΥ?ȢįΥ? įΥ? țĮΥ? ΥὣȢΥὁ ȀĮΥ?ıĮȡʌȩȡȡȦıĳΥ?ȢΥἀʌĮȖĮȖİΥ?Ȟ
ĲȠΥ? ĲȚȝȠȞĮȡȤȚțΥὸȞĳȡȠȞİΥ?ȞįȠțİΥ?Ȟ, he undertook to rule the provinces given to 
him for only ten years; for he promised to bring them into good order within 
this time, and proclaimed boastfully that, if they were pacified sooner, he 
would return them all the more quickly to the Senate (ʌȡȠıİȞİĮȞȚİȪıĮĲȠ
İΥ?ʌΥ?Ȟ ΥὅĲȚ ΥἂȞ țĮΥ? șΥ?ĲĲȠȞ ΥἡȝİȡȦșΥ? șΥ?ĲĲȠȞ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ țĮΥ? ΥἐțİΥ?ȞĮ ΥἀʌȠįȫıİȚ. He 
therefore first of all appointed the senators themselves to govern both types of 
province, except Egypt. This one alone he assigned to an eques«WKHQ KH
decreed that the governors of senatorial provinces should be annual 
magistrates, chosen by lot (ĲȠΥ?ȢȝΥ?ȞțĮΥ? ΥἐʌİĲȘıȓȠȣȢțĮΥ? țȜȘȡȦĲȠΥ?Ȣ, except 
when a senator had special privilege because of having many children or a good 
marriage. But the other governors were to be chosen by the emperor 
himself (Υ?ʌȩ Ĳİ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? ĮΥ?ȡİΥ?ıșĮȚand to be called his emissaries and 
propraetors, even if they were consulars. For thus, of the two titles which had 
been long established under the Republic, he gave that of praetor to those 
chosen by him.135  
 
$XJXVWXV¶ boastful proclamations DQGZLVKµRIFRXUVH¶DV'LRLQWRQHVLURQLFDOO\įΥ?),136 to 
obfuscate his manoeuvres to secure absolute power are presented, deliberately, as a means 
RI FORWKLQJ$XJXVWXV¶ UHIRUPV WR WKH SURYLQFLDO DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ DV DPHDQV RI FHPHQWLQJ
power within the empire behind a veneer of Republicanism. Against the backdrop of 
0DHFHQDV¶ GHWDLOHG IRFXV RQ WKH QHFHVVDU\ SUDFWLFDO UHIRUPV WR SUHYHQW DPELWLRXV
commanders from growing habituated to their own power by long periods of authority in 
WKHHPSLUHWKLVLQWHUSUHWDWLYHPRPHQWRI'LR¶VVHHPVLPSRUWDQW%\DGGUHVVLQJWKH issue 
of imperii consutetudo ± DNH\IRFXVLQ&DWXOXV¶DQG$JULSSD¶VµGHIHQFHV¶RIįȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ± 
in a manner consonant with the recommendations of Maecenas, the new princeps avoided 
a repetition of the precedents of Marius, Sulla, Pompeius, and Caesar.  
 
The speeches of Catulus and Agrippa in defence of the old order, and the programmatic 
counterpart to this latter in the detailed exhortation of Maecenas, thus seem to me to form a 
logical unity. Cassius Dio was not the first narrator of the past to posit the cause of 
&DHVDU¶VPHJDORPDQLDDVKLVimperii consuetudo. Where Dio is more of interest, however, 
lies in his use of the speeches: to develop a sophisticated and sustained narrative of the 
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problem of imperii conseutudo under the Republic, and to outline his interpretation of the 
measures the Augustan regime took to address that problem. The issue, the historian argues 
WKURXJKKLV&DWXOXV ORQJSUHGDWHG&DHVDU LQDQ\FDVH7KHRUDWRU¶V UHIOHFWLRQRQ0DULXV
DQG6XOOD¶V ORQJSHULRGVRIPLOLWDU\SRZHUDQG WKHdisastrous consequences of those can 
RQO\EHWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZSDUWLFXODUO\LQFRPSDULVRQZLWKKLVDFFRXQWRI6XOOD¶VUHLJQRI
terror. Pompeius, furthermore, belonged within that series of generals corrupted by great 
authority ruling the provinces in DLR¶V DVVHVVPHQW DQG WKH lex Gabinia was a further 
H[WHQVLRQRI WKLV ,Q$JULSSD¶VHQFRPLXPRID IDQWDV\-Republic, which does not exist in 
WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VSUHFHGLQJQDUUDWLYHWKHKLVWRULDQWKHQOD\VRXWDVHULHVRIUHIOHFWLRQVRQWKH
problem of the organisation of military power under monarchies. This reflection, in fact, 
PHUHO\ EULQJV LQWR VKDUSHU IRFXV WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V HYDOXDWLRQ RI imperii consuetudo in the 
first century BCE. Within the QDUUDWLYH FRQWH[W$JULSSD¶V DGmonishments on the risk of 
generals of distinction thriving in the provinces has nothing, so far, to do with monarchy 
DQGHYHU\WKLQJWRGRZLWK'LR¶V/DWH5HSXEOLF%XWLQ0DHFHQDVWKHKLVWRULDQGHOLQHDWHVD
series of measures he viewed as necessary directly to combat that problem; and these, 
subsequently, are implemented by the first princeps. Cassius Dio viewed imperii 
conseutudo as a cause of the Sullan and Caesarian Civil Wars, certainly, and of the end of 
the res publica. By attacking that fatal flaw of the Republic, as the historian articulates 
through his Maecenas, Augustus could and did secure beneficial and long-lasting 
constitutional change. This argument, it seems to me, would be threadbare, unpersuasive, 
and almost imperceptible without the speeches.  
Factor 3: ĭșȩȞȠȢ 
To close, I turn in this third section to the distinctively emotive element that Cassius Dio 
brings to his causation of the collapse of the Roman Republic. This again receives its 
fullest treatment in the set-piece orations. I discuss again, here, the histRULDQ¶V WKUHH
µGHIHQFHV¶RIWKH5HSXEOLFEXWWKHWKHPHRIĳșȩȞȠȢ LVVRSHUYDVLYHLQDOPRVWDOORI'LR¶V
speeches of this period and indeed in his account of the late res publica as a whole that it 
will be important to consider several other of these compositions in addition. I suggest that 
Cassius Dio perceived ĳșȩȞȠȢ as a defining characteristic of Late Republican political 
culture and interpreted this as the cause of major, and destructive, constitutional 
movements. He accordingly elaborated this in some detail and with great frequency in his 
speeches of this period, confirming their embeddedness within his framework of historical 
causation. Moreover, as I will show shortly, the problem of ĳșȩȞȠȢ practically disappears 





It was not, of course, unprecedented to conceive of envy as a motivating factor in the 
hostile actions of elites. As both Harrison and Rees have shown of Herodotus and 
Thucydides respectively, ĳșȩȞȠȢ often causally underpinned the cynical manoeuvres of 
individuals.137 ,QWKDWFRQWH[WLWZRXOGEHVLPSOHWRDVVXPHWKDW'LR¶VLQFRUSRUDWLRQRIWKLV
emotive aspect into his causation of the collapse of the res publica was merely a reflection 
of his classicising tendencies. Certainly much scholarship has been devoted to the 
KLVWRULDQ¶V DGPLUDWLRQ IRU WKH ODQJXDJH DQG WKLQNLQJ RI7KXF\GLGHV138 although less has 
been said about his relationship with Herodotus.139  
 
&DVVLXV'LR¶VGHYHORSPHQWRI WKH WKHPHRIĳșȩȞȠȢ could, certainly, be seen simply as a 
case of belletristic imitation if that aspect recurred consistently throughout his work. But it 
does not. The vast majority of instances of ĳșȩȞȠȢ RFFXU LQ 'LR¶V /DWH 5HSXEOLF ,W LV
IXUWKHUPRUHµUHLQYHQWHG¶DVDSRVLWLYHIRUFHLQSXEOLFOLIHXQGHUWKe Augustan regime, and 
occurs but infrequently in the account of the later Principate. In view of this, the historian 
clearly saw the spiteful emotion of ĳșȩȞȠȢ, as a portmanteau both of invidia and odium,140 
as a characteristic feature of Late Republican political life. Envy, therefore, was not a mere 
WURSH WR EH UHF\FOHG DW DQ\ SRLQW EXW ZDV GHHSO\ HPEHGGHG ZLWKLQ 'LR¶V FRQFHSWXDO
skeleton of the first century BCE. Again ± as I discuss later in Chapter 7 ± this emotion is 
UHLQYHQWHGDVDEL]DUUHO\SRVLWLYHIRUFHLQSROLWLFDOOLIHLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKH$XJXVWDQ
regime, and is comparatively absent in the history of the Principate as a whole.  
 
Some statistics will elucidate this point more clearly and establish a theoretical basis for 
looking at the speeches. In the half-millenium period prior to the Gracchi in the Roman 
History ± preserved in the fragments and epitomes of Books 5-22 ± there are only eight 
instancHV RI DQ KLVWRULFDO FKDUDFWHU DFWLQJ EHFDXVH RI WKHLU ĳșyȞȠȢ LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V
interpretation.141 &OHDUO\ WKHUH DUH WUDQVPLVVLRQDO LVVXHV'LR¶V5HJDO- to Mid-Republican 
narrative is quite lacunose. However, as Kemezis has convincingly argued, the fragments 
suggest that the historian conceived of this period as something of a golden age, and 
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certainly in comparison with the corruption which followed in the first century BCE.142 In 
this regard Dio locates himself in a long tradition of Roman historiography, including 
Sallust and Livy, which dichotomised the turpitude of the Late Republic and the probity of 
earlier periods. It is therefore a speculation, but not an unjustified one, to suggest that 
LGHQWLILHUVRIPRUDOGHFOLQHDQGDULVWRFUDWLFGLVFRUGVXFKDVĳșyȞȠȢ will have necessarily 
EHHQOHVVSUHYDOHQWLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VDFFRXQWRIWKDWHDUOLHUDJH 
,QWKHFHQWXU\EHWZHHQWKH*UDFFKLDQGWKHUHLJQRI$XJXVWXVKRZHYHUĳșyȞȠȢ becomes 
significantly more pronounced, especially as the catalyst for hostile individual action. All 
told, in the century between the controversial tribunes and the death of the first princeps 
(Books 25-55) there are eighty-two instances of the morpheme -ĳșȠȞ-, indicating envy.143 
It is telling that eight of these occur in the narrative of &DHVDU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQDQGIXQHUDO 
 
7KLVLQWHQVHIRFXVXSRQĳșyȞȠȢ as a causal force in history is particular to Dio among our 
Imperial Greek historians of this period. Causal participles of the verb ĳșȠȞİΥ?Ȟ, the phrase 
µEHFDXVHRIHQY\¶ Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲȠΥ? ĳșȩȞȠȣ), and the dative of cause (ĳșȩȞΥ?) appear frequently, 
but much less so in Plutarch and Appian, who place far less emphasis on envy as a factor 
of history. Indeed, the morpheme -ĳșȠȞ- occurs only twenty-RQHWLPHVLQ$SSLDQ¶VHQWLUH
history of the Sullan and Caesarian civil wars,144 and only once in his Mithridatica.145 
Cassius Dio thus applies a framework of historical causation to the late res publica in 
ZKLFKWKHHPRWLYHDVSHFWWKHMHDORXVEHJUXGJLQJRIDQRWKHU¶VVXFFHVVSOD\VDFHQWUDOUROH
in aristocratic discord above and beyond his Greek predecessors or indeed any 
predecessors. The historian accordingly made his orations of the Late Republic consistent 
with that framework. 
 
$ ZRUG RQ 'LR¶V SURJUDPPDWLF VWDWHPHQWV UHJDUGLQJ WKLV HPRWLRQ $V .XKQ-Chen has 
mentioned, ĳșyȞȠȢ in the Roman History occurs especially between former equals who 
begrudge the advancement or enrichment of their former peer of comparable status.146 
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This, in fact, is underlined by Cassius Dio even in the earliest books of his history, in 
coQFOXVLRQ WR KLV DFFRXQW RI WKH GHDWK RI 5HPXV DW 5RPXOXV¶ KDQGV 6XPPDULVLQJ WKDW
episode with a closing epimythium, WKH KLVWRULDQ VWDWHV WKDW ĳșyȞȠȢ is simply a dormant 
aspect of human nature, which will surface whenever one of two equals tries to surpass the 
RWKHUµIRUWKXVLWLVthat by its nature the human condition cannot bear to be ruled by what 
is similar and familiar to it, partly froPHQY\DQGSDUWO\IURPFRQWHPSW¶147 In consequence, 
ĳșyȞȠȢ LQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VDVVHVVPHQWZDVWKHQDWXUDOUHVXOWRIDsystem ± VXFKDV5RPXOXV¶
DQG5HPXV¶FRUHJHQF\± in which individuals of equal status attempt to compete. This of 
course applies to the Late Republic. As Fechner has shown, this principle of equality was a 
IXQGDPHQWDOFKDUDFWHULVWLFRI'LR¶VYLHZRIWKH res publica: he conceived of įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ as 
underpinned especially by equality of opportunity and equality before the law (Υ?ıȠȝȠȚȡȓĮ
Υ?ıȠȞȠȝΥ?Į148 ,W ZDV WKHUHIRUH LQHYLWDEOH LQ &DVVLXV 'LR¶V DVVHVPHQW WKDW ĳșyȞȠȢ must 
proliferate under the Republic, just as in all įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮȚ 
 
For indeed, if there had ever been a strong democracy, it had only been at its 
best for a short time, so long as it had neither the kind of numbers nor strength 
for the envy that results from ambition or the aggrandisements that result 
from prosperity to spring up within it ĳșȩȞȠȣȢΥἐțĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȢΥἐȖȖİȞȑıșĮȚ.149 
 
This revealing passage, which I quoted more fully with its surrounding context at the start 
RIWKLVFKDSWHULVIXQGDPHQWDOWR&DVVLXV'LR¶VUHconstruction of the collapse of the Roman 
Republic and the role of the speeches within that reconstruction. Aside from brief 
comments, 150  there has been remarkably little work on the significant role played by 
MHDORXV\ DV D IDFWRU RI KLVWRU\ LQ 'LR¶V DFFRXQW of the first century BCE; nor, for my 
SXUSRVHVKHUH WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VXVHRIVSHHFKHV WRGHYHORSDQKLVWRULFDOH[SODQDWLRQRI WKDW
factor.  
 
The orations themselves ± to turn now to these ± certainly demonstrate that Cassius Dio 
aligned these compositions with his own theoretical conception of the problems inherent in 
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮȚ,KDYHDOUHDG\VHWRXWLQ&KDSWHUKRZ'LRSHUFHLYHGRIĳșyȞȠȢ as integral to 
the historical situation in 67 BCE,151 and so only a brief repetition of his three speeches on 
the lex Gabinia here will suffice.  
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,QKLVQDUUDWLYHFRPPHQWVSULRU WR3RPSHLXV¶ IDOVH recusatio, the historian states without 
HTXLYRFDWLRQ WKDW WKH PRWLYHV WKDW XQGHUOD\ WKH VSHDNHU¶V FKRLFH RI dissimulatio were, 
above all, to accrue greater honour by appearing to have been forced to accept the 
FRPPDQG DQG WR DYRLG WKH ĳșyȞȠȢ that seeming to have deliberately sought out those 
powers would generate.152 7KHVH FRQFHUQV DFFRUGLQJO\ DUH UHSHDWHGE\'LR¶V3RPSHLXV
who pretends to reject the honours of the lex on the grounds that all positions of power are 
causes of envy and hatred (ΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥὁȡΥ?Ĳİ ΥὅĲȚ țĮΥ? ΥἐʌȓĳșȠȞĮ țĮΥ? ȝȚıȘĲΥὰ ʌȐȞĲĮ ĲΥὰ ĲȠȚĮΥ?ĲȐ
ΥἐıĲȚȞ153 No man, moreover, could happily live among those who envy him (ĲȓȢȝΥ?ȞȖΥὰȡΥἂȞ
İΥ? ĳȡȠȞΥ?ȞΥἡįȑȦȢʌĮȡΥ? ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȠȚȢĳșȠȞȠΥ?ıȚȞĮΥὐĲΥ? ȗΥ?Ș;).154 In the context of speech this is 
presented as part of the misleading, but persuasive, value of the recusatio: Pompeius in the 
depicted situation is all the more succcessful with the people ± and Catulus, in contrast, 
fails to persuade ± EHFDXVHKH FDSLWDOLVHV RQ YHU\ UHDO FRQFHUQV DERXWĳșyȞȠȢ which the 
historian in the preceding narrative has already stated were a genuine problem. To continue 
ODERXULQJ 'LR¶V SRLQW WKH H[KRUWDWLRQ RI *DELQLXV ZKLFK IROORZV WKHQ HQFRXUDJHV WKH
general not to fear the jealousy of his opponents, but rather to aim to succeed all the more 
for this reason and thus spite his traducers (ʌİȓıșȘĲȚ ȠΥ?Ȟ țĮΥ? ΥἐȝȠΥ? țĮΥ? ĲȠȪĲȠȚȢ ȝȘįΥ? ΥὅĲȚ
ĲȚȞΥ?Ȣ ĳșȠȞȠΥ?ıȚ ĳȠȕȘșΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȜȜΥὰ țĮΥ? įȚΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥὸ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ ıʌȠȪįĮıȠȞ).155 And, finally, 
&DWXOXV¶ GHIHQFH RI WKH WUDGLWLRQDO status quo rounds off this thought about envy by 
predicting, on thHKLVWRULDQ¶VEHKDOIWKDWWKHKRQRXURIWKH*DELQLDQODZFDQQRWIDLOEXWWR
bring jealousy to its beneficiary (ȠΥ?Ĳİ ΥἀȞİʌȓĳșȠȞȠȞ ΥἔıĲĮȚ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ʌȐȞĲȦȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?ȝİĲȑȡȦȞ
ȝȠȞĮȡȤΥ?ıĮȚ156 
 
7KHSUREOHPRIĳșyȞȠȢ is thus significantly emphasised through all three speeches of 67 
BCE. It seems clear that the historian particularly wished to bring this concern to the fore in 
WKDW HSLVRGH8QGHUVWDQGDEO\ VR DV , DUJXHG LQ&KDSWHU  IRU'LR¶V&DWXOXV VHUYHV DV D
means of historical explanation by virtue of his prediction of the later consequences of the 
lex. &DWXOXV¶ IRUHVKDGRZLQJRI WKHĳșyȞȠȢ that extraordinary powers under a competitive 
senatorial system would bring Pompeius comes true, I showed earlier, with the envy of the 
FRQVXO 0HWHOOXV 7KLV ODWWHU ZRXOG QRW UDWLI\ WKH JHQHUDO¶V military and political 
arrangements in Asia Minor: 
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And so, since he could accomplish nothing because of Metellus and the others, 
Pompeius declared that they were jealous of him ĳșȠȞİΥ?ıșĮȓ Υ?ʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ
and that he would communicate this to the people. However, as he feared that 
he might fail to win them over too and incur even greater shame, he abandoned 
his demands. Thus he realised that he did not have any real power, but only 
the name and the envy for the positions he had once held ȖȞȠΥ?ȢΥὅĲȚȝȘįΥ?Ȟ
ΥὄȞĲȦȢ ΥἴıȤȣİȞĲΥὸ ȝΥ?ȞΥὄȞȠȝĮțĮΥ? ĲΥὸȞĳșȩȞȠȞΥἐĳΥ? ȠΥἷȢΥἠįȣȞȒșȘʌȠĲΥ? İΥἶȤİȞ157 
 
7KLV ĳșyȞȠȢ WKHQ HPHUJHG LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ IURP WKH KRQRXU RI WKH lex 
Gabinia DQGWKHJHQHUDO¶VRWKHUFRPPDQGVDQGOHIWKLPDWWKHPHUF\RIKLVRSSRQHQWV%XW
it had further and more significant political consequences. Moments after this reflection on 
0HWHOOXV¶ ĳșyȞȠȢ ZKLFK LQ 'LR¶V YLHZ KDG UHVXOWHG GLUHFWO\ IURP 3RPSHLXV¶ many 
positions of honour and OHIW KLP µZLWKRXW DQ\ UHDO SRZHU¶ ȝȘįΥ?Ȟ ΥὄȞĲȦȢ ΥἴıȤȣİȞ WKH
historian LQWHUSUHWV 3RPSHLXV¶PRWLYHV IRU MRLQLQJ WKH )LUVW 7ULXPYLUDWH µ)RU 3RPSHLXV
was not himself as strong as he hoped to be (ΥὅıȠȞ ΥἤȜʌȚıİȞ Υ?ıȤȪȦȞ); and, seeing that 
&UDVVXVZDVLQSRZHUDQGWKDW&DHVDU¶VLQIOXHQFHZDVJURZLQJKHIHDUHGWKDWKHPLJKWEH
destroyed by them; and he hoped that, by sharing in their present advantages, he could 
regain his former authority (ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȡȤĮȓĮȞįȚΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȟȠȣıȓĮȞ ΥἀȞĮȜȒȥİıșĮȚ¶158 Dio thus 
IUDPHV 3RPSHLXV¶ HQWU\ LQWR WKH 7ULXPYLUDWH DV D GLUHFW UHVSRQVH WR KLV RZQ ODFN RI
political might at the hands of Metellus and his jealousy (ȝȘįΥ?Ȟ ΥὄȞĲȦȢ ΥἴıȤȣİȞ) and as an 
attempt to recoup some of his lost prestige and cachet (ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȡȤĮȓĮȞįȚΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȟȠȣıȓĮȞ
ΥἀȞĮȜȒȥİıșĮȚ). In this way, through his three speeches on the Gabinian law ± but especially 
&DWXOXV¶ µGHIHQFH¶ RI įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ DQG KLV SUHGLFWLRQ RI WKH ĳșyȞȠȢ that such honours 
would bring ± Cassius Dio sets into motion a chain of political events which began with 
envy; and which ended, ultimately, with the destructive alliance between Crassus, Caesar, 
and Pompeius.  
 
7KH KLVWRULDQ¶V DPQHVW\-speech of Cicero reflects some of these concerns about the 
political ramifications of ĳșyȞȠȢ. These statements on envy seem to me to take on an 
especial explanatory significance when situated within the context of the preceding 
narrative, which must be turned to first. In his account of the assassination of Caesar 
LPPHGLDWHO\ SULRU WR &LFHUR¶V GHIHQFH RI WKH res publica, Cassius Dio details his own 
interpretation of the auspicious state of the constitXWLRQXQGHUWKHGLFWDWRU¶VOHDGHUVKLSDQG
of the factors which precipitated the end of this period of stability. He writes:  
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A terrible frenzy fell upon certain men because of jealousy of his 
advancement and hatred of his position of honour above them (ĳșȩȞΥ? Ĳİ
ĲȠΥ? ʌȡȠȒțȠȞĲȠȢ țĮΥ? ȝȓıİȚ ĲȠΥ? ʌȡȠĲİĲȚȝȘȝȑȞȠȣ ıĳΥ?Ȟ ʌȡȠıʌİıΥ?Ȟ. They 
murdered him unjustly, giving a new definition to sickening infamy; and their 
GHHG VFDWWHUHG >&DHVDU¶V@ GHFUHHV WR WKH ZLQG DQG brought revolutions and 
civil wars to the Romans once again after a time of harmony (ΥἐȟΥὁȝȠȞȠȓĮȢ
țĮΥ? ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣȢΥἐȝĳȣȜȓȠȣȢĲȠΥ?ȢΥ?ȦȝĮȓȠȚȢʌĮȡİıțİȪĮıİȞ. For they said that they 
were both the murderers of Caesar and so the liberators of the people; but in 
truth, they plotted impiously against him and threw the state into revolution 
again when it at last had a stable government (ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȩȜȚȞ ΥὀȡșΥ?Ȣ ΥἤįȘ
ʌȠȜȚĲİȣȠȝȑȞȘȞΥἐıĲĮıȓĮıĮȞ.159 
 
7KLVSDVVDJHFHUWDLQO\VHHPVRQ WKHRQHKDQG WR IHHGPRUHEURDGO\ LQWR&DVVLXV'LR¶V
positive conception of monarchy, especially in comparison with įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ. Immediately 
after this excerpt the historian launches into his long constitutional excursus, with which I 
began this chapter, praising monarchies and delineating the fatal flaws of republics and 
democracies.  
 
On the other hand, this SURJUDPPDWLFGLPHQVLRQLVQRWWKHRQO\DVSHFWRI'LR¶VQDUUDWLYH
excursus at the opening of Book 44. The historian states here, quite plainly, that it was the 
HQY\ DQG RGLXP WKDW UHVXOWHG IURP &DHVDU¶V PHWHRULF DGYDQFHPHQW EH\RQG KLV IRUPHU
state of relative equality with his peers which precipitated their action (ĳșȩȞΥ? Ĳİ ĲȠΥ? 
ʌȡȠȒțȠȞĲȠȢ țĮΥ? ȝȓıİȚ ĲȠΥ? ʌȡȠĲİĲȚȝȘȝȑȞȠȣ ıĳΥ?Ȟ). This is the only cause that he cites, 
anywhere, for this major political event. Major indeed; for Dio then sets out his view of 
the effeFW WKLV ĳșyȞȠȢ exerted on the state, renewed at last into stability and harmony: 
PRUHFLYLOZDUYLROHQFHDQGUHYROXWLRQ7KHKLVWRULDQVXJJHVWVWKDWWKLVĳșyȞȠȢ was the 
deliberate creation of the Senate in any case: in his view, almost all voted him ever more 
H[WUDYDJDQWKRQRXUVQRW LQRUGHUWRJUDWLI\KLPµEXWLQRUGHUWKDWKHPLJKWEHWKHPRUH
VZLIWO\ GHVWUR\HG ZLVKLQJ WRPDNH KLP HQYLHG DQG UHVHQWHG DOO WKH VRRQHU¶ țĮΥ? ȠΥἵ Ȗİ
ʌȜİȓȠȣȢΥἔȢĲİĲΥὸ ΥἐʌȓĳșȠȞȠȞțĮΥ? ΥἐȢĲΥὸ ȞİȝİıȘĲΥὸȞʌȡȠȐȖİȚȞĮΥὐĲΥὸȞΥὅĲȚĲȐȤȚıĲĮȕȠȣȜȩȝİȞȠȚ
ĲȠΥ?ĲΥ? ΥἐʌȠȓȠȣȞ ΥἵȞĮ șΥ?ııȠȞ ΥἀʌȩȜȘĲĮȚ). 160  Dio therefore presents a Late Republican 
political class perfectly aware of the capacity of extraordinary honour to bring its holder 
into disrepute; but additionally states clearly his view that the result oI WKLVĳșyȞȠȢ was 
merely further disaster for Rome. 
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'LR¶V &LFHUR PDNHV D VLPLODU DUJXPHQW VKRUWO\ DIWHU WKLV H[SODQDWLRQ RI WKH KLVWRULFDO
FDXVHVDQGUHVXOWVRI WKHGLFWDWRU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQ ,Q WKLV LPPHGLDWHQDUUDWLYHFRQWH[W ,
find the comments of WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RUDWRU RQ FRPSHWLWLRQ DQG IDFWLRQDO GLVXQLW\ DQG
framentation significant. He exhorts the Romans to 
 
give up our mutual enmities, or jealousies (ʌȡΥὸȢ ΥἀȜȜȒȜȠȣȢ ΥἔȤșȡĮȢ Υἢ 
ĳȚȜȠȞİȚțȓĮȢ, or whatever else one should call them, and return to our former 
state of peace and friendship and harmony (İΥ?ȡȒȞȘȞ țĮΥ? ĳȚȜȓĮȞ țĮΥ? 
ΥὁȝȩȞȠȚĮȞ; and we should remember, if nothing else, that as long as we 
conducted our government in this latter way, we acquired wealth and fame and 
territories and allies. But since we have been led into injuring one 
DQRWKHU«we have become decidedly worse off (ΥἀĳΥ? ȠΥ? įΥ? ΥἐȢ ĲΥὰ ʌȡΥὸȢ
ΥἀȜȜȒȜȠȣȢ țĮțΥὰ ʌȡȠȒȤșȘȝİȞ«ʌȠȜΥ? ȤİȓȡȠȣȢ ΥἐȖİȞȩȝİșĮ. And I for my part 
think that nothing can save the state at this time unless we adopt a policy this 
very day and with all possible speed, or else we will never be able to regain 
our former position (ȠΥὐįΥ? ΥἀȞĮȜĮȕİΥ?ȞįȣȞȘıȩȝİșĮ161 
 
The vocabulary in this instance is slightly different to the lex Gabinia speeches: 
ĳȚȜȠȞİȚțȓĮ UDWKHU WKDQ ĳșyȞȠȢ, is the undesirable aspect of Republican political culture 
PRVW WREHDEDQGRQHG%XWZKLOHUHDGLQJ&LFHUR¶V UHIOHFWLRQXSRQVHQDWRULDOFRPSHWLWLRQ
the reader cannot fail to think of the assassination of Caesar which occurred a few chapters 
before; nor LQGHHG RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶s reflection on the harmony and stability which his 
UHJLPH EURXJKW GDVKHG XWWHUO\ E\ WKH ĳșyȞȠȢ of his competitors. This seems to me an 
important reflection on ZKDW'LR GHVFULEHV DV D FUXFLDOPRPHQW RI ıĲȐıȚȢ LQZKLFK WKH
historian uses his orator to set out his explanation: competition among the Roman 
DULVWRFUDF\ KDG EUHGĳșyȞȠȢ OHDGLQJ WR&DHVDU¶VPXUGHU DQG WR UHQHZHG VWULIH2QO\ E\
abandoning that course could the Republic be saved. 
 
This point is furthermore made implicit by the list of exempla whiFK'LR¶V&LFHURUHOD\V
later in the oration. Citing Marius, Sulla, Cinna, Strabo, Pomeius, and Caesar as proof of 
µDOO WKH WLPH ZH KDYH VSHQW ZHDULQJ RXUVHOYHV DZD\ ILJKWLQJ RQH DQRWKHU¶ ʌȩıȠȞ ȝΥ?Ȟ
ȤȡȩȞȠȞțĮĲĮĲİĲȡȓȝȝİșĮʌȠȜİȝȠΥ?ȞĲİȢ ΥἀȜȜȒȜȠȚȢ), the historian¶VPHVVDJH LV WKDW WKH VDPH
was of course happening yet again in 44 BCEDQGWKLVUHVXOWHGGLUHFWO\IURPWKHĳșyȞȠȢ of 
&DHVDU¶V HQHPLHV KLV IRUPHU HTXDOV LQ WKH VHQDWRULDO FODVV162 Dio seems to me to have 
made a conscious and deliberate choice in the amnesty-speech to bring forward the theme 
of ĳȚȜȠȞİȚțȓĮ; and predicates this upon an immediately preceding narrative in which 
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ĳșyȞȠȢ takes centre-stage as a key motive in dynastic power-struggles and renewed 
internecine conflict.  
 
7KH µHQY\ WKDW UHVXOWV IURP DPELWLRQ¶ ĳșȩȞȠȣȢ ΥἐțĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȢ) therefore seems to me to 
KDYHEHHQHODERUDWHGQRWRQO\LQ&DVVLXV'LR¶VWKUHHVSHHFKHVRIBCE at a time of major 
constitutional crisis, but additionally a further time by Cicero in 44 BCE.163  These, of 
course, are not the KLVWRULDQ¶V RQO\ H[SORUDWLRQV RI WKH GHVWUXFWLYH SUREOHPRI HQY\ LQ D
speech of the Late Republic; and it will be worthwhile to sketch out other iterations before 
moving on to Agrippa and Maecenas. There is, first and quite ironically, the example of 
Julius Caesar in his exhortation to the mutinying troops at Vesontio (38.36-46). I have 
DOUHDG\VHWRXWWKHSURJUDPPDWLFVWDWHPHQWVLQWKHQDUUDWLYH'LR¶VFRPPHQWVRQ5RPXOXV¶
murder of Remus, and his excursus on the inevitability of envy in a competitive 
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ theoretically underpinned by equality of opportunity. In view of this, the 
WUDQVSDUHQWO\GLVLQJHQXRXVFRPPHQWVRI'LR¶V&DHVDUWRKLVWURRSVVHHPVLJQLILFDQWDQG
DUHVXUHO\WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQRSLQLRQRQWKHSUREOHPRIĳșyȞȠȢ. Encouraging his men to 
SURWHFWZKDW WKH\KDYHDJDLQVW WKHµDJJUHVVRU¶$ULRYLVWXV WKHRUDWRUVWDWHVWKHKLVWRULDQ¶V
own belief that in a system in which two parties are equal, those left behind will inevitably 
envy their new superiors:  
 
Many are plotting against [the RomanV¶@SURVSHULW\VLQFHeverything that lifts 
people above their peers arouses both emulation and jealousy (ʌΥ?ȞȖΥὰȡĲΥὸ 
Υ?ʌİȡĮΥ?ȡȩȞ ĲȚȞĮȢ țĮΥ? ȗȘȜȠΥ?ĲĮȚ țĮΥ? ĳșȠȞİΥ?ĲĮȚ; and in consequence of this 
eternal warfare is waged țΥἀț ĲȠȪĲȠȣʌȩȜİȝȠȢ ΥἀȓįȚȩȢby all inferiors against 
WKRVH ZKR H[FHO WKHP LQ DQ\ ZD\«)RU LW LV LPSRVVLEOH IRU PHQ ZKR KDYH
advanced to such distinction and to power so vast to live quiet lives without 
danger.164 
7KH LQWHQWLRQVRI'LR¶VRUDWRUKHUH DV , GLVFXVVHG LQ&KDSWHU DUH FHUWDLQO\Qot to be 
trusted. The historian has ensured that already in his narrative preface to the speech. 
1HYHUWKHOHVV WKHYLHZRI'LR¶V&DHVDUWKDW WKRVHZKRVHSHHUVKDYHH[FHOOHGWKHPPXVW
HQY\WKHLUQHZVXSHULRUVLVHQWLUHO\FRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VHYDOuation of the cause 
RI &DHVDU¶V DVVDVVLQDWLRQ WKH FRQVHTXHQW GLVFRUG DQG XOWLPDWHO\ WKH FLUFXPVWDQFHV
under which Octavian came to power and permanently abolished the res publica. 
Moreover, this oration arrives only shortly after the three speeches on the lex Gabinia in 
%RRNDQGODWHUWKHGLHJHWLFPDWHULDORI%RRN7KDWQDUUDWLYHRI3RPSHLXV¶H[DOWHG
SRVLWLRQDQGWKHĳșyȞȠȢ which (as Catulus prognosticated) would inevitably stem from it 
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culminated in him, too, incurring the envy of a former equal: Metellus. Like the 
DVVDVVLQDWLRQ RI&DHVDU 3RPSHLXV¶ LPSRWHQFH LQ BCE as a result of envy had grave 
FRQVHTXHQFHVIRUWKH5HSXEOLFLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ 
 
$QWRQLXV¶laudatio funebris of Caesar, too, continues to focalise WKHSUREOHPRIĳșyȞȠȢ in 
'LR¶VODWHres publica. I will discuss this oration in far more detail in Chapter 6, where a 
close UHDGLQJZLOOEHUHTXLUHGWRH[SORUH'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHFRUURVLYHQDWXUHRI/DWH
Republican imperialism. But this speech, too, has explanations to offer on the historiaQ¶V
evaluation of the effect of ĳșyȞȠȢ on the state, and these merit brief consideration here. 
7KHUH LV ILUVW D VKRUW DQWLWKHWLFDO FRPPHQW RQ&DHVDU¶V FKDUDFWHU KH QHLWKHU QHJOHFWHG
those in bad fortune nor envied those in good fortune (ȠΥ?ĲİȖΥὰȡįȣıĲȣȤȒıĮȞĲȐĲȚȞĮĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ
Υ?ʌİȡİΥ?įİȞȠΥ?ĲİİΥὐĲȣȤȒıĮȞĲȓĲȚȞȚΥἐĳșȩȞȘıİȞ165 There seems to me little in this by way of 
historical explanation, and it may merely have been inserted to enhance the panegyrical 
FKDUDFWHURI WKH IXQHUDO RUDWLRQ0RUHRI LQWHUHVWKRZHYHUDUH$QWRQLXV¶FRPPHQWVRQ




If certain persons had not begun to stir up revolution and compelled him to 
return home before the appropriate time, because they envied him 
ĳșȠȞȒıĮȞĲİȢ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ĲȚȞİȢ ± or rather, envied you ± then he would have 
subdued all Britain along with the other islands surounding it and all Germany 
up to the Arctic Ocean.166 
 
,QRUGHUWRSHUFHLYHWKHKLVWRULFDOLPSRUWDQFHRIĳșyȞȠȢ LQ'LR¶VYLWLDWLRQRIWKH5HSXEOLF
we do not need to accept that Cassius Dio is here using his Antonius to reiterate his view 
RIWKHKLVWRULFDOFDXVHRI&DHVDU¶VUHFDOOWR5RPH7Kis caused discord within the Senate, 
VRPH WDNLQJ &DHVDU¶V VLGH DQG RWKHUV 3RPSHLXV¶167 It is striking, however, that in his 
narrative of 50 BCE the historian does present the motives of those who worked for the 
recall in a manner equally unfavourably as his Antonius. He writes, for example, that M. 
0DUFHOOXVLQVWLJDWHGWKHPHDVXUHEHFDXVHKHGHVLUHGµWKHLPPHGLDWHGRZQIDOORI&DHVDU
VLQFHKHZDVRI3RPSHLXV¶IDFWLRQ¶ʌȐȞĲΥ? İΥὐșΥ?ȢΥἐʌΥ? ĲΥ? ĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢțĮĲĮȜȪıİȚΥ?ĲΥ?ȢȖΥὰȡ
ĲȠΥ? ȆȠȝʌȘȓȠȣ ȝİȡȓįȠȢ ΥἦȞΥ? ΥἔʌȡĮĲĲİ )XUWhermore, Marcellus wished to have Caesar 
replaced as commandHU µEHIRUH WKHDSSRLQWHG WLPH¶ʌȡΥὸ ĲȠΥ? țĮșȒțȠȞĲȠȢȤȡȩȞȠȣ7KLV
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WKHDSSURSULDWHWLPH¶ʌȡΥὸ ĲȠΥ? ʌȡȠıȒțȠȞĲȠȢ țĮȚȡȠΥ?) indicates that Antonius is expressing 
YLHZV FRQVRQDQW ZLWK WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ ,Q 'LR¶V YLHZ PRUHRYHU
Pompeius in 50 BCE had C. Marcellus made consul in order to use him against Caesar, 
seeing that Marcellus was hostile to this latter in spite of their relation by marriage (ΥἐʌİȚįΥ? 
ĲΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȚțĮȓʌİȡ ΥἐȟΥἐʌȚȖĮȝȓĮȢʌȡȠıȒțȦȞ ΥἐȤșȡΥὸȢ ΥἦȞ,WLVQRWGLIILFXOWLQWKLVFRQWH[W
DQGLQWKHFRQWH[WRI'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRIHQY\LQWKLVSHULRGDVDZKROHWRLPDJLQHWKDW
Cassius Dio did believH WKDW WKH ĳșyȞȠȢ RI &DHVDU¶V HQHPLHV SUHFLSLWDWHG WKHLU
manoeuvres against him in 50 BCE as Antonius states. 
 
This of course had dramatic political ramifications. Immediately after narrating these plots 
DW5RPH WKHKLVWRULDQZULWHV WKDW WKHJHQHUDO µZDVon no account inclined to become a 
private citizen again after holding such an important command for such a long time; and 
KHZDVHVSHFLDOO\DIUDLGRIIDOOLQJLQWRWKHKDQGVRIKLVHQHPLHV¶168 The emphasis on the 
OHQJWKRI&DHVDU¶VWLPHZLWKPLOLWDU\DXWKRUity abroad and the cachet of this again reflects 
the centrality of imperii consuetudo WR WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VFRQFHSWLRQRI WKHGRZQIDOORI WKH
Republic: Caesar had simply become habituated to his own power, and had no intention 
of becoming a private citizen again. In consequence, Dio writes, the general courted 
favour at Rome, drew more senators to his side, and collected further money and 
troops.169 7KHĳșyȞȠȢ RIWKHJHQHUDO¶VRSSRQHQWV WKHQPHUHO\VWUHQJKWHQHGKLVSRVLWLRQ
and caused a rift in the Senate. Caesar would, of course, cross the Rubicon the next year.   
1RQHRIWKLVKRZHYHUQHFHVVDULO\H[SODLQVWKHFRPSDUDWLYHDEVHQFHRIĳșyȞȠȢ, which in 
'LR¶VUHFRUGRIWKHODWHres publica proves to be so destructive, in the Augustan account. 
Indeed, as I will show in Chapter 7, Dio presents the first princeps¶PRQDUFK\DVDPRUDO
corrective to precisely this problem. In this later narrative envy only occurs, peculiarly, in 
FRQQHFWLRQZLWKWKHHQY\RIDQRWKHU¶VYLUWXHDQGSDWULRWLVP± a volte-face of considerable 
proportion.  
 
I suggest that, just as with the problem of the toxicity of the dictatorship as an exercise of 
sole power, and with the destructive issue of imperii conseutudo, Cassius Dio used the 
Agrippa-Maecenas debate to reflect a final time upon the problem of Late Republican 
ĳșyȞȠȢ, and to outline his interpretation of the solutions to this. Paradoxically, in the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VDVVHVVPHQWLWZDVWKHDEVROXWHSRZHURIDVLQJOHPRQDUFKLQ$XJXVWXVZKLFK
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broke the cycle of competition and envy, restoring the elite to relative harmony. In a 
similar fashion to his reflection on the danger of imperii consuetudo to the sole ruler ± 
ZKLFK VHUYHG RQO\ WR UHKHDUVH ZKDW KDG VR RIWHQ EHHQ D GHIHFW RI 'LR¶V Republic ± 
Agrippa again posits in his proemium that as a monarch, Augustus will attract only 
ĳșyȞȠȢ: 
 
O Caesar, do not be surprised if I try to turn you away from monarchy, even if 
under that system I would acquire many benefits from it ± or at least if you held 
it. For if it were to be in your interest, I would of course desire it very much. 
But since monarchy does not offer the same benefits to rulers as to their friends, 
but the friends can reap the fruit of all the benefits they wish safely and 
unenvied and the rulers on the other hand get only the jealousies and 
dangers (ΥἀȜȜΥ? ȠΥ? ȝΥ?Ȟ țĮΥ? ΥἀȞİʌȚĳșȩȞȦȢ țĮΥ? ΥἀțȚȞįȪȞȦȢ ʌȐȞșΥ? ΥὅıĮ ΥἐșȑȜȠȣıȚ
țĮȡʌȠΥ?ȞĲĮȚĲȠΥ?ȢįΥ? țĮΥ? ĳșȩȞȠȚțĮΥ? țȓȞįȣȞȠȚıȣȝȕĮȓȞȠȣıȚȞ, I have decided as 
usual to look not to my own interests, but to yours and the common good.170 
 
7KLVVWDWHPHQWRI'LR¶V$JULSSDLVDJDLQDGHOLEHUDWHO\ZHDNDQGLOORJLFDODGPRQLVKPHQW
of the dangers of monarchy. To this point, the reader has seen time and again the 
GHOHWHULRXVHIIHFWVRIĳșyȞȠȢ; but certainly not in a monarchy. The grave threat of envy has 
EHHQSOD\HGRXWTXLWHUHFHQWO\LQWKHQDUUUDWLYHLQWKHH[DPSOHRI&DHVDU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQ
SUHFLSLWDWHGLQ'LR¶VYLHZE\WKHĳșyȞȠȢ of his enemies. Other figures, such as Pompeius, 
furthermore suffered seriously as a result of their enviable positions and took the Republic 
down with them as a result. Envy as a motivating factor in hostile senatorial action 
IXUWKHUPRUHSHUYDGHV'LR¶VDFFRXQWRI WKLVSHULRGPRUHJHQHUDOO\171 These opening lines 
RI$JULSSDRQWKHGDQJHURIĳșyȞȠȢ FHUWDLQO\VHHPWRPHDVXPPDU\RI'LR¶VYLHZRIWKH
challenges the Augustan regime would have to face; but they clearly rehearse a key factor 
in the collapse of the Republic.  
 
, PD\ EH UHDGLQJ WRR PXFK LQWR 'LR WR VXJJHVW WKDW WKH RUDWRU¶V IRFXV RQ MHDORXV\ LV
especially significant in view of its placement: it is among the opening lines of the speech. 
And yet the closing liQHVRI0DHFHQDV¶UHVSRQVHWRRDOVRGLVFXVVWKHKLVWRULFDOSUREOHPRI
ĳșyȞȠȢ. In this way, the Agrippa-Maecenas debate is book-ended by jealousy. This is 
especially significant given the location of the exchange within the Roman History at a 
point of major constitutional transition between Republic and Principate. Envy has hitherto 
EHHQDVLJQLILFDQWDVSHFWRI/DWH5HSXEOLFDQSROLWLFDOFXOWXUHLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQ
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SDXVH 'LR¶V $JULSSD SURJQRVWLFDWHV WKDW LW SRVHV DQ HTXDOO\ VXEVWDQWLDO ULVN WR WKH QHZ
order to come. 
 
But Dio interpreted the solution through his Maecenas. I repeat, here again, the concluding 
lines of that oration. I analysed these earlier LQ WKLVFKDSWHU WRGHPRQVWUDWHWKHKLVWRULDQ¶V
use of Maecenas to explain how Augustus overcame the reputational difficulty of 
dictatorship and kingship, and instead secured power by assuming a new title less odious to 
the contemporary perspective. The key&DVVLXV'LRVWDWHVWRDYRLGLQJĳșyȞȠȢ lay again in 
the self-presentation of the Augustan Principate:172 
 
decline the title of king, if you really do desire the reality of monarchy but fear 
the name of it as an accursed thing, and rule alone under the titlHRIµ&DHVDU¶
But if you come to require other epithets, then the people will give you the 
title of imperator, just as they gave it to your father įȫıȠȣıȚȝȑȞıȠȚĲΥ?Ȟ
ĲȠΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠțȡȐĲȠȡȠȢΥ?ıʌİȡțĮΥ? ĲΥ? ʌĮĲȡȓıȠȣΥἔįȦțĮȞDQGWKH\ZLOOrevere you 
ıİȕȚȠΥ?ıȚZith another way of address, so that you may reap the crop of the 






in any event necessary, they chose the name imperator, even for rulers who had not 
FRQTXHUHG LQ EDWWOH µLQ RUGHU WKDW WKH UXOHUVPLJKW VHHP WR KDYH WKHLU SRZHU QRW IURP
GRPLQDWLRQ EXW IURP WKH ODZV¶ Accordingly, Augustus assumed the title. 174  In the 
KLVWRULDQ¶V DVVHVVPHQW LW LV SUHFLVHO\ E\ GRLQJ VR WKDW WKH QHZ princeps avoided the 
ĳșyȞȠȢ ZKLFK KDG NLOOHG KLV DGRSWLYH IDWKHU WKH ODVW GLFWDWRU 'LR¶V DFFRXQW RI WKH
abortive dictatorship grant of 22 BCE, which I explored earlier,175 is revealing in this 
regard. Suffering famine and pestilence, the people offered Augustus the dictatura, 
ZLVKLQJIRUDQHQG WR WKHLUSUREOHPVEXWKHUHMHFWHG WKH WLWOH µIRUVLQFHKHDOUHDG\KDG
power and honour well superior to the dictators anyway, he rightly staved off the jealousy 
DQGWKHKDWUHGRIWKDWWLWOH¶(ΥὀȡșΥ?ȢĲȩĲİΥἐʌȓĳșȠȞȠȞțĮΥ? ĲΥὸ ȝȚıȘĲΥὸȞĲΥ?ȢΥἐʌȚțȜȒıİȦȢĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ
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ΥἐĳȣȜȐȟĮĲȠ176 ,Q'LR¶VYLHZ± and as his Maecenas recommends -  Augustus¶ avoidance 
RI WKH DSSHDUDQFH RI NLQJVKLS UHPHGLHG WKH SUREOHP RI ĳșyȞȠȢ. The fora in which the 
Republican elite had attempted to compete ± the Senate floor, popular elections and 
assemblies, and the provinces ± were not only brought under monarchical control, as Dio 
explains in Book 53. They were brought under the control of a monarch who, by avoiding 
WKH WUDSSLQJV RI NLQJVKLS ZKLFK KDG EURXJKW IDWDO ĳșyȞȠȢ WR &DHVDU DYRLGHG ĳșyȞȠȢ 
himself, and secured the transition from Republic to Principate. The historian not only 
posits this hostile emotion, time and again, as the underlying factor in the cynical 
DGYDQFHVRIWKHVHQDWRULDOHOLWHLQKLVQDUUDWLYH,QKLVWKUHHµGHIHQFHV¶RIWKHres publica, 
&DVVLXV'LRFRQVWUXFWVDQDUUDWLYHRI WKHGLVDVWURXVFRQVHTXHQFHVRIĳșyȞȠȢ in the first 
century BCE; and again, uses the speech of Maecenas to set out his solutions to that 
problem.   
Conclusion 
Cassius Dio conceived of overarching and consistent historical factors which in his 
interpretation undoubtedly precipitated the collapse of the Roman Republic. These, 
certainly, appear in his narrative on occasion. But their treatment is far more detailed in the 
speeches, in which the historian sets out his impression of what the contemporary response 
would have been to these factors at major points of constitutional difficulty.  
 
It seems to me clear that Dio composed these speeches in such a way as to mirror, quite 
deliberately, the interpretative framework sometimes expressed in his own voice in the 
narrative. These orations are fully embedded LQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶Vconception of constitutional 
change. In reflecting through his Catulus and Agrippa on the problem of individual 
commanders growing habituated to their own authority, the historian unveils a view which 
we find unexpressed elsewhere in his history: that imperii conseutudo had been a problem 
PDQ\GHFDGHVLQGHHGEHIRUHWKH&DHVDURI6XHWRQLXV¶ELRJUDSK\DQGWKDWWKLVZDVGLUHFWO\
responsible for Marius¶ 6XOOD¶V 3RPSHLXV¶ DQG &DHVDU¶V GHJHQHUDWLRQ LQWR cupido 
dominandi. He furthermore used his Maecenas to delineate his own interpretation of the 
PHDVXUHV QHFHVVDU\ WR FRXQWHU WKLV SUREOHP 6SHHFK SUHFLSLWDWHV DFWLRQ DQG 'LR¶V
$XJXVWXVZLOO ODWHU IROORZ SUHFLVHO\ WKHVHPHDVXUHV 7KH KLVWRULDQ¶V SUREOHPDWLVDWLRQ RI
the Republican dictatura, moreover, strikes me as highly sophisticated. Developed in the 
orations of Catulus, Cicero, and Agrippa, this problematisation shows that in the 
KLVWRULDQ¶V YLHZ WKH FRQIODWLRQ EHWZHHQ WKH GLFWDWRUVKLS DQG W\UDQQ\ DV D IRUP RI
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degenerate monarchy, grew increasingly acute in the Republican psychology. Moreover, 
WKLVFRQIODWLRQLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZZDVGHYHORSHGRQGLIIHUHQWEDVHV In the context of 
67 BCE one had the recent example of Sullan crudelitas, a conventional locus of tyranny. 
By 44 BCE'LR¶V DUJument has developed: given the recent marches both of Sulla and 
Caesar upon the urbs, the dictatorship had additionally become associated with the forceful 
usurpation of power. It was, in any case, unsuitable for the needs of an overseas empire, as 
the historian elaborates through his Catulus; yet sole power in some form was necessary all 
WKHVDPH7KHUHZDVILQDOO\WKHSHUYDVLYHQHVVRIĳșyȞȠȢ in political life. A trope, yes, and 
not difficult to conceive of. But I can see no reason to doubt that the historian did indeed 
conceive of this emotion as having grave and far-reaching historical consequences, and the 
gravity of this problem is accordingly reflected in the speeches.  
  
There remains the historical problem of speech itself. In Chapter 3, I argued that Cassius 
Dio retrojected his own contemporary anxieties about the probity of rhetoric onto the Late 
Republic, and indeed only onto that period. He conceived self-interested deception as a 
fundamental characteristic of political oratory in the first century BCE; and presents such 
deception as universally successful in commandeering the fora of debate. This, then, 
approximates with Factor 4 in my survey in the Introduction of CaVVLXV'LR¶Vexplanation 
of the failures of the res publica ,QLQYHUVHSURSRUWLRQKRZHYHU LW LVVWULNLQJWKDW'LR¶V
µGHIHQFHV¶RIWKH5HSXEOLFDUHXQLYHUVDOO\unsuccessful. All three orators ± Catulus, Cicero, 
and Agrippa ± are presented by the historian as working sincerely for the public interest, as 
advocates of the status quo,QWKHFDVHRI'LR¶V&DWXOXVDQG$JULSSDWKHLUDUJXPHQWVDUH
often transparently illogical and unconvincingDQG,WKLQNLQWHQWLRQDOO\RQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶V
part. Catulus, by arguing for the importance of sticking to the law and electing a dictator to 
address the pirate issue overseas, merely rehearses all the reasons, reputational and 
constitutional, for which the dictatorship was wholly unsuitable to the task. Agrippa, too, 
presents imperii conseutudo DQG ĳșyȞȠȢ as inevitable within monarchies as a basis for 
UHMHFWLQJ WKDW FRQVWLWXWLRQ EXW LQ GRLQJ VR KH PHUHO\ UHKHDUVHV WKH GHIHFWV RI 'LR¶V
Republic.   
 
+HUHLQOLHVWKHVXEWOHW\&DVVLXV'LR¶VµGHIHQGHUV¶RIWKH5HSXEOLFGHIHQGWhe indefensible, 
in both ethical and practical terms, and fail miserably. The lex Gabinia was ratified, 
FRQWUDU\WRWKHDOWUXLVWLFSDWULRWLVPRI'LR¶V&DWXOXV,QWKHZDNHRI&LFHUR¶VVSHHFKRQWKH
amnesty, M. Antonius ± as I show in the next chapter ± delivers a highly emotive laudatio 




obviously, argues for an idealised Republic which bears no semblance to the reality of the 
SUHFHGLQJQDUUDWLYHDQG'LR¶V$XJXVWXVLVOHIWXQSHUVXDGHG,Q&DVVLXV'LR¶VYLHZLWZDV 
dishonest dynasts ± Pompeius, Gabinius, Caesar, Antonius, Octavian ± who could 
command the floor in the Late Republic. Attempts to preserve the traditional order and 
traditional institutions ± represented in Catulus, Cicero, and Agrippa ± proved empty and 
unconvincing. The gulf between the ideal of the įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ and the grim reality had 




Chapter 6: The Enemies of the Republic 
Factor 5: Introduction 
In this second case-study I demonstrate the way in which Dio deployed his speeches on 
imperial policy and military conflict more generally to argue that imperialism, too, was a 
causal factor in the decline of the Republic. I suggest that Cassius Dio conceived of the 
expansion of the fines as the catalyst for the resurfacing of negative but previously dormant 
aspects of human nature which are played out in his narrative of Republican imperialism. 
In the aftermath of this narrative, the historian places speeches into the mouths of major 
PLOLWDU\ G\QDVWV ZKLFK HQWLUHO\ FRQWUDGLFW WKH µWUXH¶ QDWXUH RI WKHLU IRUHLJQ SROLFLHV DV
illustrated in the diegesis. Such orators, again, are presented as successful; and by 
obfuscating the true nature of Late Republican imperialism, they misdirect and prevent 
careful planning of imperial policy, hoodwinking Senate, people, and military into 
SHUPLWWLQJ WKH HPSLUH WR EHFRPH D VSDFH LQ ZKLFK WKHLU SHUVRQDO įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ can be 
cultivated. Military improbity abroad, therefore, generated rhetorical improbity at home ± 
represented in the speeches ,Q &DVVLXV 'LR¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ this misdirection of sound 
debate directly enabled the Republican empire to become a space in which yet further 
ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, and ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ could be VDWLVILHGDQGIXUWKHUįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ acquired. This 
vicious cycle persisted until the imposition of competent superintendence by a single 
authority ± Augustus ± broke that cycle.  
 
Cassius Dio was not the first historian to suggest that the expansion of the Roman 
imperium precipitated moral decline, especially after the disappearance of metus hostilis. 
As Fechner has argued, the view that security and freedom from fear precipitated moral 
degradation was a commonplace of Roman historiography which Dio too reflected. 1 
Sallust wrote that it was only after barbarous nations, great kings, and Carthago aemula 
imperii Romani were crushed that moral decline took root in the urbs: superbiam, 
crudelitatem, deos neglegere, omnia venalia habere edocuit; ambitio multos mortalis 
falsos fieri subegit. The empire, he writes, was changed ex iustissumo atque optumo into a 
thing crudele intolerandumque.2 But Sallust speaks of the problem as if of a sudden and 
unexpected change; he does not suggest that the vices of ambitio and avaritia were ever-
SUHVHQW LQKXPDQĳȪıȚȢ and were waiting for the catalyst which would unleash them. In 
WKLVUHVSHFW WKHQ WKHNHUQHORI&DVVLXV'LR¶VWKLQNLQJLVFORVHU WR7DFLWXVZKRVXJJHVWV
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that corruption is inherent in human nature, but can be triggered by external factors. I 
discuss this further in the next section.  
  
The connection between republican imperialism and ethical collapse, then, was a well-
furrowed field, and may have left Dio little room to be distinctive. But it seems to me 
striking ± as I shall show in this chapter ± that the historian went to particular lengths to 
examine the effect of these immoral foreign policies upon political rhetoric. The historian 
gives, as far as I can see, no overarching programmatic statement on the nature of Late 
Republican imperialism and the effects of this, as one finds in Sallust and Tacitus among 
others. Rather, he judged the deleterious impact of foreign policy in the first century BCE 
upon the Republican constitution in terms of its effect on public speech, and used the 
speeches to set out that explanation. In Dio, then, we find a problematisation of Late 
Republican imperialism which, certainly, built upon existing ideas about expansion and 
ethical decay. But this problematisation seems to me predominantly articulated to the 
reader in an unconventional way, through the speeches, and argues that Republican 
imperialism negatively affected deliberative oratory first of all. The degeneration of 
political culture and the constitution, then, emerged not in direct consequence of foreign 
policy, but rather in direct consequence of the effect of foreign policy on political rhetoric. 
To perceive this, we need the speeches.  
 
But I am begging the TXHVWLRQ7R LQYHVWLJDWH&DVVLXV'LR¶V FRQFHSWLRQ RI WKH HIIHFW RI
LQKHUHQWO\ FRUUXSW ĳȪıȚȢ upon debates on foreign policy and by extension upon the 
constitution, I must first show that he did FRQFHLYH RI ĳȪıȚȢ as inherently corrupt. 
Therefore, in the first section of this case-VWXG\,EULHIO\VXUYH\WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQ
and view of human nature, his relationship with his predecessors, and the recent 
scholarship on this question. In the second section I set out how the historian presented this 
conceSWLRQRIĳȪıȚȢ, and particularly the problems of ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, and ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ, 
as endemic within Late Republican imperialism in his narrative. Then, in the third section I 
turn to the speeches of Pompeius and Gabinius (36.25-28), Caesar at Vesontio (38.36-46), 
DQG$QWRQLXV¶laudatio funebris (44.36-49). I suggest that these orations delivered b\'LR¶V 
µenemies¶ of the res publica elaborate the historical problem of the corrosive effect of 
morally bankrupt foreign policy, and the necessarily dishonest rhetoric it generated, upon 




Dio and ĭȪıȚȢ 
Until recently, two opposing theories prevailed LQPRGHUQ VFKRODUVKLS RQ&DVVLXV'LR¶V
presentation of the relationship between Republican imperialism and moral decline. The 
first, that of Fechner, suggests that like Sallust and Livy, Cassius Dio conceived of ethical 
decay as contingent upon imperial expansion and the removal of metus hostilis. In that 
regard, then, human nature altered along with the circumstances.3 Under such a conception, 
negative modes of behaviour, including ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, and ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ, emerged in 
direct consequence of the augmentation of the empire. In contrast, Martin Hose has argued 
that such an idea of moral development would be quite impossible, because like 
Thucydides, Cassius Dio believed that ĳȪıȚȢ was a fixed and unaltering quality:4  
 
'LR¶V KLVWRU\ RI WKH 5HSXEOLF WKHUHIRUH ZDV QRW FRQFHLYHG DFFRUGLQJ WR D
framework of moral decline (Dekadenzmodell). This would be inconsistent with 
the conception of man which Dio inherited from Thucydides. For, if human 
nature remains the same, then the notion of a populus Romanus, which is 
pulcher, egregius, pius, sanctus atque magnificus up to a certain point in time 
and only then morphs into the opposite as a result of empire and security, is 
XQWKLQNDEOH,QDµ7KXF\GLGHDQ¶LPSUHVVLRQRIPDQNLQGPDn may be driven by 
ambition and the pursuit of profit at, indeed, any time.  
 
According to Hose, then, it cannot be imagined that Cassius Dio believed in a degeneration 
of ĳȪıȚȢ in the Late Republic as a result of increased wealth and security, because like 
Thucydides he regarded ĳȪıȚȢ as FRQVWDQW:KLOH+RVHLVVXUHO\ULJKWWRDFFRXQWIRU'LR¶V
often-attested admiration for that historian,5 this argument seems somewhat circular. He 
suggests that Dio could not have adopted one view of human nature on the premise that he 
adopted another. But that premise itself is not evidenced. The fact alone that Dio admired 
Thucydides does not prove that he endorsed his interpretation of a fixed and unaltering 
human nature, particularly in contrast to other Roman historians of the period such as 
Sallust and Livy. Moreover, Rees has recently written that from his narrative of the 
Corcyrean crisis it is legitimate to ask whether Thucydides did not believe that aspects of 
ĳȪıȚȢ could alter or emerge according to political developments in any case.6  
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In fact, 5HHV¶ UHFHQW VXJJHVWLRQ VWULNHV PH DV WKH PRVW plausible +H DUJXHV WKDW µ'LR
believed that the moral decline and imperial augmentation of Rome caused an acceleration 
in the problems inherent iQ5HSXEOLFDQ SROLWLFV FDXVHG E\ KXPDQ QDWXUH«FRQVWLWXWLRQDO
change could affect human nature, either suppressing its worst elements or exaggerating 
DQG DOWHULQJ LWV HIIHFWV¶7 According to this argument, Cassius Dio conceived of moral 
SUREOHPV WKDW ZHUH DOZD\V LQKHUHQW DQG GRUPDQW LQ ĳȪıȚȢ, but which could be made to 
manifest themselves, or indeed to disappear, according to circumstances. This is attractive, 
and it is moreover suggested by Tacitus. Tacitus ZULWHVRIDQµDQFLHQWDQGLQKHUHQW¶GHVLUH
for power among mortal men, which exploded with the growth of the empire (vetus ac iam 
pridem insita mortalibus potentiae cupido cum imperii magnitudine adolevit erupitque). 
This explosion of immorality furthermore occurred when the world had been subdued and 
rival nations defeated (ubi subacto orbe et aemulis urbibus regibusve excisis). From that 
security, civic fragmentation and ultimately civil war emerged (modo turbulenti tribuni, 
modo consules praevalidi, et in urbe ac foro temptamenta civilium bellorum).8 In this 
chapter, then, I will accept with Rees that Dio took a Tacitean view of human nature, in 
which particular vices are vetus ac insita mortalibus; and that these only manifested 
themselves when the enlargement of the empire gave individual dynasts greater 
opportunities for satisfying their ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, and ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ.  
 
In the next section I show that Cassius Dio presented these vices as rampant in the newly-
enlarged empire, and used his speeches in a novel way: to explore the effect of this 
corruption upon political oratory and thus upon the Republican constitution. But it will first 
EHZRUWKZKLOH WRGHILQH VRPHRI WKHVH WHUPV DQGDVVHVV WKHLUFHQWUDOLW\ WR WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V
FRQFHSWLRQRIĳȪıȚȢ. I have already discussed ĳșyȞȠȢ in the previous chapter. Although the 
historian believed, in connection with Romulus and Remus, that man is by nature 
predisposed to envy and scorn those who are equal to him and yet seek to surpass him,9 Dio 
QHYHUWKHOHVVVDZĳșyȞȠȢ as a problem of the Late Republic above all and as the inevitable 
result of a įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ based upon equality.10 This vice in human ĳȪıȚȢ, then, could clearly 
manifest itself differently or to a greater extent LQ WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQGepending 
upon external factors, even if WKH YLFH LWVHOI ZDV LQKHUHQW $OO ĳșyȞȠȢ required, Dio 
suggests, was the catalyst ± here theoretical equality and the resultant competition. In the 
next chapter I will show that the imposition of $XJXVWXV¶ EHQHYROHQW DQG YLUWXous rule 
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SUHFLSLWDWHGWKHGLVDSSHDUDQFHRIQHJDWLYHĳșyȞȠȢ from political life in the Roman History. 
This inherent vice, then, both manifested itself and then receded according to the political 
circumstances.11  
 
7KH MHDORXV EHJUXGJLQJ RI DQRWKHU¶V VXFFHVV ZDV QRW RI FRXUVH WKH RQO\ HWKLFDO IODZ
pronounced especially LQ'LR¶VODWHres publica. Most commonplace of all in narratives of 
the decline of the Republic was ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, and this accordingly takes a central position in 
'LR¶V YLWDWLRQ RI 5HSXEOLFDQ LPSHULDOLVP $OWKRXJK WKH 5HJDO DQG 0LG-Republican 
DFFRXQWV DUH IUDJPHQWDU\ DV , UHPDUNHG LQ P\ GLVFXVVLRQ RI ĳșyȞȠȢ in the previous 
chapter, ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ occurs only twice in the surviving material of that period. 12  But it 
appears seventeen times in the Late Republic,13 and only once in the twenty-five books 
which succeed the Augustan era. The grasping desire to acquire more ± ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ ± was 
thus fundamental to the moral character of the first century BCE LQ 'LR¶V YLHZ14 The 
historian often expresses in gnomic language that ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ is inherent in human nature. In 
KLVDFFRXQWRI0LWKULGDWHV¶DQG7LJUDQHV¶DWWHPSWVWRLQGXFH$UVDFHVRIParthia to join their 
alliance and declare war on Rome, he writes that the kings warned Arsaces to strike before 
the Romans should secure the opportunity: µIRUHYHU\YLFWRULRXVIRUFHE\QDWXUHĳȪıİȚ), is 
insatiable for success, and sets no limit to its greed (ȝȘįȑȞĮ ΥὅȡȠȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮȢ
ʌȠȚİΥ?ıșĮȚ¶15 Similarly, in the later speech of Cicero on the Amnesty, Dio has his orator 
declare that limitless greed and arrogance is the natural result of good fortune (ĲȩĲİȖΥὰȡ
İΥὐĲȣȤΥ?ıĮȞ Υ?ȕȡİȚ Ĳİ ʌȜİȠȞȐȗİȚ țĮΥ? ȠΥὐįȑȞĮ ΥὅȡȠȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮȢ ʌȠȚİΥ?ĲĮȚ).16 M. Antonius, 
PRUHRYHU ZDV JUHHG\ E\ KLV YHU\ QDWXUH LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V YLHZ DQG ZDV DFFRUGLQJO\
detested by Brutus (Υ?ʌΥ? ΥἐȝĳȪĲȠȣʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮȢΥὁȡΥ?ȞΥὄȞĲĮȠΥὐȤΥ?ʌİΥ?ȟİȞĮΥὐĲΥ?).17 Cassius Dio 
therefore appears to have viewed ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ as a vice insita mortalibus, but especially acute 
in the first century BCE. 
 
Ambition, too, was a problem. As Rees has observed, ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ was not a universally 
QHJDWLYHQRWLRQSDUWLFXODUO\DPRQJ'LR¶VUHFHQWSUHGHFHVVRUVRIWKH*UHHNpoleis such as 
Plutarch and Dio of Prusa.18 In these authors it could signify competition among local elites 
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to surpass one another in their euergetism toward the polis and thus to acquire individual 
prestige by way of serving the community. Dio clearly recognised this positive form of 
ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮKHKDVERWKKLV&DWXOXVDQG$JULSSDDVVHUWLQWKHLUµGHIHQFHV¶RIįȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ that 
entrusting power into the hands of many, rather than one man alone (here Pompeius qua 
commander and Octavian qua monarch), will lead men to vie and compete with one 
another not to further their own interests, but to magnify the Republic (ΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥὅıΥ? ΥἂȞʌȜİȓȠȣȢ
țĮΥ? ʌȜȠȣĲΥ?ıȚ țĮΥ? ΥἀȞįȡȓȗȦȞĲĮȚ ĲȩıΥ? ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ ĮΥὐĲȠȓ Ĳİ ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȠΥ?ȞĲĮȚ țĮΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȩȜȚȞ
ĮΥ?ȟȠȣıȚ19  In this way, ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ could serve the community at large rather than the 
individual. But it is striking that, as I detailed in the previous chapter, this positive form of 
ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ RFFXUVRQO\LQWKHVSHHFKHVRI&DWXOXVDQG$JULSSDLQ'LR¶s Late Republic:20 that 
is, in two idealisations of a fantasy res publica which no longer exists and which fail to 
persuade the audience. These, indeed, merely serve to illustrate by contrast the proliferation 
RI GHVWUXFWLYH DPELWLRQ LQ WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLF ZKLFK 'LR¶V 0DHFHQDV WZLFH VWDWHV LV
germane to įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮȚ21 
 
FRUDPELWLRQLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHILUVWFHQWXU\BCE is an overwelmingly negative force, 
DQG&DWXOXV¶ DQG$JULSSD¶V lone daydreams merely emphasise that truth. There is, first, 
'LR¶V clearly-expressed view that envy emerges naturally (ΥἐȖȖİȞȑıșĮȚIURP ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ and 
indeed inevitably under a įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ ± and this ĳșyȞȠȢ killed Caesar and threw the state 
into turmoil and civil war once again. 22  Earlier, the historian writes that Tiberius 
Gracchus¶V ĳȪıȚȢ, among other external factors, only led him all the more readily into 
ambition (țĮΥ? ĳȪıİȚ ΥἀȟȓΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ȤȡȫȝİȞȠȢ ĲȐ Ĳİ ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌĮȚįİȓĮȢ ΥἔȡȖĮ ΥἐȞ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȝȐȜȚıĲĮ
ΥἀıțȒıĮȢțĮΥ? ĳȡȩȞȘȝĮȝȑȖĮΥἔȤȦȞ«ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞΥἔȢĲİĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȞΥἀʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?ȞʌȡȠȒȤșȘ).23 'LR¶V
assessment of his younger brother Gaius is quite similar. The former tribune had been led 
both away from and as a result of his natural excellence onto the path of ambition (ΥἐțİΥ?ȞȠȢ
ȝΥ?Ȟ Υἀʌࡒ!?!?ࡑΥἀȡİĲΥ?ȢΥἐȢĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȞțĮΥ? ΥἐȟĮΥὐĲΥ?ȢΥἐȢțĮțȓĮΥἐȟȫțİȚȜİȞ), whereas this Gaius pursued 
that path simply by his nature and his nature alone (ȠΥ?ĲȠȢįΥ? ĲĮȡĮȤȫįȘȢĲİĳȪıİȚ).24 I have 
already outlined in ChapteU  WKDW &DVVLXV 'LR LQWHUSUHWHG &DHVDU¶V FDPSDLJQ DJDLQVW
Ariovistus as a quest to satisfy his own ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ and placed this accusation into the mouth 
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of his soldiers,25 and will discuss this in more detail in the following two sections. So too 
ZLWK 'LR¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI 3RPSHLXV¶ PDQRHXYUHV WR VHFXUH WKH lex Gabinia: he was 
spurred on to grasp after further power Υ?ʌȩĲİĲΥ?ȢΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȢ, but this was merely in 
accordance with his natural SUDFWLFHLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZ26 Like ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, then, Cassius 
Dio viewed ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ as an aspect of human ĳȪıȚȢ which was quite inherent but which 
could be exacerbated by external factors, such as the character of the constitution ± 
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ, to which Dio writes explicitly that ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ was germane ± or increased 
opportunities for exercising it.  
 
Then, finally, there is covetousness and desire in general (ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ). Quoting a 
SURJUDPPDWLFSDVVDJHRI'LR5HHVKDVYHU\GHIWO\ZULWWHQWKDWWKHKLVWRULDQµVHHVΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ 
DVDQLQWHJUDOLIFRUUXSWSDUWRIKXPDQQDWXUHEXWEHOLHYHVWKDWLWFDQEHVXEOLPDWHG¶27 He 
quotes an important passage on the reconciliation of the third king of Rome, Tullus 
Hostilius, and the Alban dictator Mettius Fufetius, which I translate here: 
 
And so because of these things they each gave up that quarrel; but they disputed 
instead about the leadership. For they saw that it is impossible for two peoples 
to form an alliance on a basis of equal sovereignty, because of the inherent 
desire of men to compete with their equals and to desire to rule others (Υἐț
ĲΥ?ȢΥἐȝĳȪĲȠȣĲȠΥ?ȢΥἀȞșȡȫʌȠȚȢʌȡȩȢĲİĲΥὸ ΥὅȝȠȚȠȞĳȚȜȠȞİȚțȓĮȢțĮΥ? ʌȡΥὸȢĲΥὸ ΥἄȡȤİȚȞ
ΥἑĲȑȡȦȞΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮȢ).28  
 
7KHUH DUH REYLRXV VLPLODULWLHV KHUH ZLWK &DVVLXV 'LR¶V FRQFHSWLRQ RI WKH FKDUDFWHU RI
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮȚ the historian believed that any system  theoretically founded on equality, be 
that between citizens competing for distinction or equal allies ever seeking to be the 
stronger, would generate strife. As Rees has convincingly written, the historian did believe 
that such ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ could be controlled and made into a positive force.29 
 
But this is not my interest here. Rather, I am concerned with how Dio believed this 
inherent aspect of ĳȪıȚȢ could manifest itself or become more pronounced according to the 
circumstances, particularly within the context of a large and wealthy Republican empire. In 
the second section of Chapter 5, I explored how Dio used his speeches to develop a 
problematisation of the Republican system of distributing power. I have suggested that he 
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argues, through his speeches of Catulus and Agrippa, that imperii consuetudo became a 
fundamental problem in the Late Republic: individual commanders were too heavily 
relied-upon for exigencies abroad in lieu of a useless dictatorship, and developed a taste for 
their own control. The desire of individuals for įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ, therefore, emerged directly 
from the organisation of power within the empire, and the empire helped them on the way 
to that goal. In that context, it is striking that Dio so RIWHQSUHVHQWVįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ as the object 
of ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ in the Late Republic. As Kuhn-Chen has shown, Dio explicitly states that a 
number of individual dynasts ± including Pompeius, Caesar, Octavian, Antonius, and less 
importantly Brutus, Cassius, and Cicero ± were driven by their own ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲȠΥ? ΥἄȡȤİȚȞ30 
As I show in the next section, ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ could additionally serve as grounds for declaring 
ZDU'LRSUHVHQWV&DHVDU¶VPDQRHXYUHVdeliberately to provoke the Herminians and then 
Ariovistus into war as precipitated by his own ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ for further power. Covetous desire 
FDQDGGLWLRQDOO\EHFRJQDWHZLWKʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮLQ'LR¶s history of the Late Republic.31In the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ0DULXVSURVFULEHGOHDGLQJFLWL]HQVLQKLVFRQVXOVKLSµEHFDXVHRI
KLVGHVLUHIRUWKHLUPRQH\¶ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓΥ? ȤȡȘȝȐĲȦȞ32 6XOODNLOOHGµVRPHEHFDXVHRIHQY\DQG
RWKHUV EHFDXVH RI PRQH\¶ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȝΥ?Ȟ ĳșȩȞΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ įΥ? įȚΥὰ ĲΥὰ ȤȡȒȝĮĲĮ 33  and the 
proscriptions undertaken by Antonius, Octavian, and Lepidus were each equally driven to 
DFW µDFFRUGLQJ WRKLVRZQ ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ DQGKLVSULYDWHDGYDQWDJH¶ ȠΥἷĮȖΥὰȡȠΥὐȤ ΥἑȞΥὸȢ ΥἀȞįȡΥὸȢ
ΥἀȜȜΥὰ ĲȡȚΥ?ȞʌȡȩȢĲİĲΥ?ȞΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮȞĲΥ?ȞΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? ΥἑțȐıĲȠȣțĮΥ? ʌȡΥὸȢĲΥὸ ΥἴįȚȠȞıȣȝĳȑȡȠȞʌȐȞĲĮ
ʌȠȚȠȪȞĲȦȞ34 ,Q'LR¶VKLVWRU\RIWKH/Dte Republic, then, covetous desire is an especially 
manifold and destructive vice which, though always inherent in human nature (ΥἐȝĳȪĲȠȣ
ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȠȚȢ), proliferated in a manner commensurate with the increased opportunities 
to satisfy it through war and civil strife in the Late Republic.  
 
ɎȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, and ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ WKHUHIRUH VHHP WRPHTXLWH LQWHJUDO WR&DVVLXV'LR¶V
conception of ĳȪıȚȢ. These had occurred in the earlier sections of the Roman History, 
FHUWDLQO\DVDVSHFWVRIKXPDQQDWXUHZKLFKLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZZHUHHYHU-present. But, 
just as ĳșyȞȠȢ, these negative manifestations of the human condition appear markedly 
PRUH SURQRXQFHG LQ 'LR¶s account of the Late Republic. It is difficult to escape the 
conclusion, with Rees, that Cassius Dio took a Tacitean conception of ĳȪıȚȢ which 
understood that particular vices, vetus ac insita mortalibus, resurfaced or receded 
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according to the application of external stimuli. These vices, I go on to show briefly in the 
next section, are presented by Dio as rife within the theatre of Late Republican imperialism 
above all, where opportunities for glory through war and enrichment through subjugation 
were plentiful. ,Q'LR¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQWKLVLQWXUQJHQHUDWHGDFRUUXSWLRQRIGHOLEHUDWLRQRQ
foreign policy at home, enabling individual dynasts to convince Senate, people, and 
soldiery to continue to allow them to exercise their ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, and ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ 
within the empire. But that latter point is for section three, where we will again see the 
IXQGDPHQWDOLPSRUWDQFHRIWKHVSHHFKHVZLWKLQ&DVVLXV'LR¶VH[SODQDWLRQRIWKHFROODSVH
RI WKH5HSXEOLF ,WZLOOEHKHOSIXO WRILUVWJLYHDQRYHUYLHZRI'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLon of Late 
Republican imperialism as a lens for shortly analysing the speeches. 
Dio and Late Republican Imperialism 
My intention here is not to give in this short space a comprehensive overview of the study 
of Roman foreign policy or oI'LR¶VSODFHZLWKLQthat field. This would be a worthy thesis 
in itself 1RU LV LW P\ LQWHQWLRQ WR DUJXH WKDW &DVVLXV 'LR¶V hostile narrative of Roman 
military activity in the first century BCE is distinctive among our sources in and of itself ± 
that is, without the speeches as a medium of explanation. For one, I have already 
recognised his debt to Sallust and Tacitus. However, two points do seem of interest here 
DQGSRLQWWRWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRULJLQDOLW\RIWKRXJKWKLVFKDUDFWHULVDWLRQILUVWof Republican 
imperialism as a form of slavery, striking from the Roman perspective; and second, his 
deliberate subversion of and attack upon the Thucydidean-&DUQHDGLFWKHRU\RIµGHIHQVLYH
LPSHULDOLVP¶ WKURXJK WKH VSHHFK RI &DHVDU DW 9HVRQWLR35 I will discuss here the three 
ĳȪıȚȢ-themes of ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, and ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ; and 'LR¶V SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI /DWH
Republican foreign policy as įȠȣȜİȓĮ7RµGHIHQVLYHLPSHULDOLVP¶,WXUQLQWKHGLVFXVVLRQ
RI&DHVDU¶VH[KRUWDWLRQDW9HVRQWLRLQVHFWLRQWKUHHMy intention above all is to locate a 
narrative of first-century military activity in Dio which the speeches are transparently and 
deliberately made to contradict DQG WR VNHWFK RXW 'LR¶V GLVWLQFWLYHQHVV in using his 
speeches in this way to implicate imperialism in the collapse of the Republic. If points 
emerge at which the narrative presentation itself of Late Republican foreign policy appears 
striking or distinctive, however, then that is a further welcome development.  
 
I turn to ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ first. I have already noted the assertion of Roman greed which Dio 
places into the mouth of Mithridates and Tigranes as grounds to encourage Arsaces of 
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Parthia to enter their war: µIRUHYHU\YLFWRULRXVIRUFHLVE\QDWXUHLQVDWLDEOHIRUVXFFHVVDQG
sets no limit to its greed, and the Romans, having already conquered many indeed, would 
QRW WKHQ FKRRVH WR OHDYH 3DUWKLD EH¶ ȝȘįȑȞĮ ΥὅȡȠȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮȢ ʌȠȚİΥ?ıșĮȚ).36 While 
these, clearly, are the arguments that the historian imagined Mithridates and Tigranes 
might proffer, it is striking that he presents the two kings on the defensive here against 
Roman ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ and encouraging Arsaces also to act defensively, pre-empting a Roman 
attack to protect his borders. Dio is perhaps more hostile to Rome here than other sources. 
Appian suggests that Mithridates had long been preparing for the conflict and was by no 
means on the defensive. 37  Cicero additionally presents Mithridates as an aggressive 
expansionist in the De Imperio,38 although his testimony is unreliable given his immediate 
political objective of magnifying the scale of the Mithridatic problem to justify further 
commands for Pompeius.  
 
There was of course nothing new, and in this episode specifically, in Dio attacking Roman 
ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ from the enemy perspective: consider the letter of Mithridates in Sallust.39  
Nevertheless, this moment in Dio begins a sustained and consistent attack on the ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ 
RI/DWH5HSXEOLFDQLPSHULDOLVPZKLFKZLOOSHUVLVWWKURXJKRXWKLVQDUUDWLYHXSWR$XJXVWXV¶
reign. Shortly afterward, Dio records that Lucullus rejected the propraetorship of Sardinia 
out of scorn for the endemic corruption among Roman provincial governors in general 
(ȝȚıȒıĮȢĲΥὸ ʌȡΥ?ȖȝĮįȚΥὰ ĲȠΥ?ȢʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢĲȠΥ?ȢȠΥὐįΥ?ȞΥ?ȖȚΥ?ȢΥἐȞĲȠΥ?ȢΥἔșȞİıȚįȡΥ?ȞĲĮȢ40 We do 
not hear of Lucullus¶ KDWUHG IRU WKH FRUUXSW DFWLRQV RI 5RPDQ JHQHUDOV ΥἐȞ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἔșȞİıȚ 
HOVHZKHUH DQG LW LV OHJLPLWDWH WR EHOLHYH WKDW WKLV HPEHGGHG IRFDOLVDWLRQ LV 'LR¶s own 
reflection upon a more general problem. Certainly it does not apply only to Sardinia, but to 
the provinciae more broadly and the  ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?Ȣ who governed them in their own interest. 
The historian presents Late Republican imperialism as similarly pleonectic in his 
DVVHVVPHQWRIWKHVXIIHULQJVRIWKH&UHWDQVDWWKHKDQGVRI0HWHOOXVµLQDGGLWLRQWRPDQ\
other LQMXULHV¶'LRZULWHV0HWHOOXVWRRN(OHXWKHUDE\WUHDFKHU\DQGWKHQH[WRUWHGPRQH\
from the inhabitants (ΥἄȜȜȠȚȢĲİȠΥ?ȞʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢΥἐțİΥ?ȞȠȢΥἐȜȣȝȒȞĮĲȠțĮΥ? ΥώȜİȣșȑȡĮȞĲΥ?ȞʌȩȜȚȞ
ΥἐțʌȡȠįȠıȓĮȢΥἑȜΥ?ȞΥἠȡȖȣȡȠȜȩȖȘıİ41 
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'LR¶V DFFRXQW RI &UDVVXV¶ SURFRQVXOVKLS DQG quinquennium in the east from 54 BCE 
unfolds similarly. Crassus, he writes, wanted to achieve something which would bring him 
financial gain along with military glory (įȩȟȘȢĲİΥἅȝĮțĮΥ? țȑȡįȠȣȢΥἐȤȩȝİȞȠȞʌȡΥ?ȟĮȚ). But 
finding his own proconsular province of Syria deficient in booty (ȝȘįΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ȈȣȡȓΥ? 
ĲȠȚȠΥ?ĲȩĲȚİΥἶįİȞKHEHJDQDORQJDQGXOWLPDWHO\TXLWHIUXLWOHVVHQJDJHPHQWZLWK3DUWKLD
µKH KDG QR complaint to bring against them; but he had heard that they were extremely 
wealthy ʌĮȝʌȜȠȣıȓȠȣȢ and that Orodes wRXOG EH HDV\ WR FDSWXUH¶ 42  This hostile 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI &UDVVXV¶ 3DUWKLDQ FDPSDLJQ VHHPV WR PH QDWurally coloured by two 
factors. Firstly 'LR¶V EHOLHI WKDW WKLV DFWLRQ UHSUHVHQWHG WKH EHJLQQLQJ RI FHQWXULHV RI
hostility between Rome and Parthia,43 ZKLFK ZHUH VWLOO LQ WUDLQ LQ 'LR¶V RZQ WLPH DQG
which the historian viewed as a fruitless waste of effort and resources.44 And secondly, 
3OXWDUFK¶VRZQSUHVHQWDWLRQRI&UDVVXVZKRZULWHVWKDWWKHJHQHUDOJRWWKHJUHDWHUSDUWRI
his wealth from warfare, making his profit from the miseries of the state.45 Crassus, like 
0HUHOOXVLVQHYHUWKHOHVVDIXUWKHUH[DPSOHRI&DVVLXV'LR¶VFOHDUEHOLHILQWKHSURPLQHQW
role played by ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ in the Republican empire.  
 
There was then the Egyptian débacle of 58-53 BCE, a further elaboration of the greed 
LQKHUHQW LQ 5RPDQ IRUHLJQ SROLF\ LQ WKLV SHULRG )ROORZLQJ WKH GHSRVHG 3WROHP\ ;,,¶V
IOLJKW WR5RPH'LRGHVFULEHV3WROHP\¶VDELOLW\ WRFRUUXSW WKH6HQDWHDWVRPHOHQJWKKLV
money was so effective (ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȤȡȒȝĮıȚ țĮĲİțȡȐĲİȚ) that his often successful attempts to 
assassinate his political opponents went unmentioned in the Senate, and those within that 
body who worked most assiduously to restore him to this throne were those who had been 
paid the most. When Ptolemy had the leader of an Alexandrian embassy hostile to him 
assassinated too, he remained in favour through an alliance with Pompeius.46 At this point 
the historian transitions to an account of the omens seen within the urbs that year and links 
these explicitly to senaWRULDO FRUUXSWLRQ µDQG VR ZKLOH PRUWDOV XQGHUWRRN WKHVH DIIDLUV
under the influence of money (Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲΥ?ȞȤȡȘȝȐĲȦȞ), the deity at the very beginning of the 
year struck the statue of Jupiter Albanus with thunder, and so delayed the restoration of 
Ptolemy for a ZKLOH¶47 Dio thus implicates the corruption of foreign policy by ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ in 
the manifestation of divine disfavour in the city.  
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,QWKDWFRQWH[WWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VFRPPHQWVRQ$*DELQLXV± the tribune of the lex Gabinia 
who Cassius Dio believed was a țȐțȚıĲȠȢ ΥἀȞȒȡ ± are equally symbolic of his view of Late 
Republican foreign policy. During his proconsulship in Syria, like Crassus, Gabinius had 
been eagerly extorting the local population (ʌȠȜȜΥὰ ȝΥ?Ȟ țĮΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ȈȣȡȓĮȞ ΥἐțȐțȦıİȞ EXW
again like Crassus was dissatisfied with the minimal profit to be gained from harrying this 
particular province (ʌȐȞĲĮ įΥ? įΥ? ĲΥὰ ĮΥὐĲȩșİȞ ȜȒȝȝĮĲĮ ΥἐȜȐȤȚıĲĮ İΥἶȞĮȚ ȞȠȝȓıĮȢ). Initially, 
Dio writes, he too planned an invasion of Parthia to gain their wealth for himself (ĲȩȞĲİ
ʌȜȠΥ?ĲȠȞĮΥὐĲΥ?ȞıĲȡĮĲİȪıȦȞ48 However, distracted from this pleonectic venture by a large 
bribe from Ptolemy, he invaded Egypt in contravention of provincial law and the Sibylline 
books, and restored Ptolemy to his throne.49 Again, Dio records that this infiltration of  
ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ had far-reaching political consequences at Rome: after recounting several 
XQIDYRXUDEOHRPHQV'LRZULWHV WKDW µWKH5RPDQVZHUHGLVWUHVVHGDW WKHVH, and expected 
that worse ones still would occur because of the anger of the gods at the restoration of 
3WROHP\¶50 
 
There are of course numerous other examples. M. Antonius during his governorship of 
0DFHGRQLD µLQIOLFWHG PDQ\ LQMXULHV XSRQ WKH VXEMHFW QDWLRQV DQG HYHQ XSRQ WHUULWRULHV
DOOLHGWR5RPH«UDYDJLQJWKHSRVVHVVLRQVRIWKH'DUGDQLDQVDQGWKHLUQHLJKERXUV¶51 The 
histRULDQ 6DOOXVW LQ'LR¶V YLHZZDV HQWUXVWHG E\&DHVDUZLWK WKH SURYLQFH RI1XPLGLD
µRVWHQVLEO\WRPDQDJHEXWLQUHDOLW\WRKDUU\DQGSOXQGHU¶ȜȩȖΥ? ȝΥ?ȞΥἄȡȤİȚȞΥἔȡȖΥ? įΥ? ΥἄȖİȚȞ
Ĳİ țĮΥ? ĳȑȡİȚȞ ΥἐʌȑĲȡİȥİȞ), and during this time took many bribes and confiscated the 
LQKDELWDQWV¶ SURSHUW\ ΥἀȝȑȜİȚ țĮΥ? ΥἐįȦȡȠįȩțȘıİ ʌȠȜȜΥὰ țĮΥ? ΥἥȡʌĮıİȞ 'LR¶V FULWLFLVP RI
6DOOXVW¶VK\SRFULV\LQWKLVUHJDUGLVHVSHFLDOO\VDWLVI\LQJµafter writing such treatises as he 
had, and making many bitter remarks about those who fleeced others, he did not practice 
what he preached. Therefore, even if he was completely exonerated by Caesar, yet in his 
history, as upon a tablet, the man himself has chiselled his own condemnation all too 
ZHOO¶52  
 
&DVVLXV'LR¶V LV WKHUHIRUH D FRQVistent, albeit conventional, presentation of ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ in 
Late Republican foreign policy. The relationship he constructs between the greed rampant 
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in the Egyptian débacle and the manifestation of divine anger in the form of omens in the 
urbs is neat; and I see no reason not to accept that Dio believed that ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ may indeed 
have been the cause of inauspicious portents, heralding disaster for the state. More 
important for our purposes, however, is the narrative backdrop of endemic ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ on 
the part of individual commanders, onto which Dio will later superimpose his orations of 
WKHµHQHPLHV¶RIWKH5HSXEOLF3RPSHLXV*DELQLXV&DHVDUDQG$QWRQLXVIt is telling that 
ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, as a negative and inherent aspect of human ĳȪıȚȢ in the histoULDQ¶V YLHZ LV
most frequently exercised within the theatre of the provinces. 'LR¶V LPSOLFLW DUJXPHQW LV
that the breadth of the empire offered many new routes to satisfying individual greed, thus 
awakening the ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ which was vetus ac insita mortalibus. It is also telling that the 
period covered in Books 36-40, from which I have drawn the examples here,  is the same 
period in which four of these five speeches fall.  The contrasts between the improbity of 
the narrative and the idealised, patriotic imperialism of these mendacious speeches will be 
IUHVKLQWKHUHDGHU¶VPLQG 
 
The historian presents covetous desire or ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ as equally widespread within the 
empire. To UHWXUQEULHIO\WR&UDVVXV¶FDPSDLJQDJDLQVW3DUWKLDDio writes that it was not 
only financial gain that the general desired, but glory (ȀȡȐııȠȢ ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȒıĮȢĲȚțĮΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ
įȩȟȘȢĲİΥἅȝĮțĮΥ? țȑȡįȠȣȢΥἐȤȩȝİȞȠȞʌȡΥ?ȟĮȚ),53 and of ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ of this type there are many 
H[DPSOHV'LR¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRI&DHVDU¶VPRWLYDWLRQIRUSURYRNLQJWKHLQKDELWDQWVRIWKH
Herminian Mountains into war, during his proconsulship in Lusitania in 58 BCE, is highly 
similar. He writes that Caesar ignored the problem of banditry which was plaguing the 
province, and  instead wished to use his position as a stepping-stone to the consulship 
WKURXJKįȩȟĮµKHGHVLUHGJORU\įȩȟȘȢĲİȖΥὰȡΥἐʌȚșȣȝΥ?ȞHPXODWLQJ Pompeius and others 
before KLP«in fact, he hoped, if he should accomplish something here, to be chosen 
FRQVXOLPPHGLDWHO\¶54 $FFRUGLQJO\LQ'LR¶VDVVHVVPHQW&DHVDURUGHUHGWKHLQKDELWDQWVRI
WKH+HUPLQLDQ0RXQWDLQVWRPRYHLQWRWKHSODLQJLYLQJDVKLVSUHWH[WʌȡȩĳĮıȚȞWKHQHHG
to prevent further banditry,  but in truth knowing that they would disobey and thus give 
KLPJURXQGVIRUZDUțΥἀțĲȠȪĲȠȣʌȠȜȑȝȠȣĲȚȞΥὰ ΥἀĳȠȡȝΥ?ȞȜȒȥİĲĮȚ55 After crushing them, 
Dio writes, Caesar believed he had achieved enough for the consulship and left his 
province to canvass for the office even before his successor had arrived.56  
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'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRI&DHVDU¶VGHOLEHUDWHSURYRcation of Ariovistus, the king of the Suebi, 
into war is almost identical. He writes that the Sequani and Aedui perceived the generaO¶V
ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ for another war (ĲȒȞĲİΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮȞĮΥὐĲȠΥ? Υ?įȩȞĲİȢ), and accordingly offered him an 
H[FXVHWRZDUZLWK$ULRYLVWXVDVDµIDYRXU¶İΥὐİȡȖİıȓĮ). Caesar, in turn, was not concerned 
IRUWKHNLQJ¶VDOOLHGVWDWXVDQGLQGHHGWKRXJKWQRWKLQJRILWLQFRPSDULVRQZLWKWKHįȩȟĮWR
be got from a further victory, provided that he could provoke Ariovistus and thus secure a 
SODXVLEOH SUHWH[W ʌȡΥὸȢ įΥ? įΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ Υἐț ĲȠΥ? ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣ įȩȟĮȞțĮΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȣ Υ?ıȤΥ?Ȟ ȠΥὐįΥ?Ȟ
ĲȠȪĲȦȞΥἐĳȡȩȞĲȚıİʌȜΥ?ȞțĮșΥ? ΥὅıȠȞʌĮȡΥὰ ĲȠΥ? ȕĮȡȕȐȡȠȣʌȡȩĳĮıȚȞ).57 'LR¶VIRFXVLVDJDLQ
RQ&DHVDU¶VΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?ȢįȩȟȘȢ.  
 
IQ DFFRUGDQFHZLWK'LR¶V LQWHUHVW LQ WKH HIIHFW RI WKH FRUUXSWLRQ LQKHUHQW LQ ĳȪıȚȢ upon 
Late Republican foreign policy ± and, in turn, upon public debate on that policy, as we 
shall soon see ± the historian seems here to concentrate on the moral aspect, on ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ, 
UDWKHU WKDQ RQ WKH OHJDO SUREOHPV'LR KDV OLWWOH WR VD\ DERXW &DHVDU¶V OHJDO SRVLWLRQ LQ
crossing the Rhine and thus campaigning beyond the borders of his province of Gaul in 58 
BCE. Clearly he recognised the issue: he writes that the mutiny at Vesontio occurred 
EHFDXVHµDOOWKHVROGLHUVZHUHVD\LQJWKDWWKH\KDGQREXVLQHVVZLWKWKLVZDUDQGWKDWLWKDG
QRWEHHQGHFUHHGʌȡȠıȒțȠȞĲĮȠΥ?Ĳİ ΥἐȥȘĳȚıȝȑȞȠȞEXWZDVPHUHO\EHLQJIRXJKWEHFDXVH
RI&DHVDU¶VSULYDWHDPELWLRQįȚΥὰ ĲΥ?ȞΥ?įȓĮȞĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȞ¶58 He is, moreover, 
fully aware that Gabinius¶LQFXUVLRQLQWR(J\SWLQBCE was forbidden by law: provincial 
governors, he writes, were forbidden from leaving their province or declaring war outwith 
its boundaries.59 %XW KH FKRRVHV WR HPSKDVLVH WKH ĳȪıȚȢ aspect, of ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ. Certainly 
Caesar attempted to justify his attack on Ariovistus by this latter route, invoking a 
senatorial decree from 61 BCE which stipulated that quicumque Galliam provinciam 
REWLQHUHW«+DHGXRVFHWHURVTXHDPLFRVSRSXOL5RPDQLdefenderet.60 Caesar thus presented 
his attack on Ariovistus, ostensibly in defence of the Aedui (Haeduos), as a legitimate 
action.61 The lex Vatinia certainly gave Caesar a quinquennium over Cisalpine Gaul and 
Illyricum, to which a further senatorial decree added Narbonensian Gaul; and the terms of 
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all were extended by the lex Trebonia of 55 BCE.62 Tentatively, I am inclined to suggest 
that Dio chose to explore the problem of ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ in this instance, rather than the legal 
issues, not because he did not understand them; his own comments suggest he probably 
did. Rather, Dio treated the occasion as a further iteration of the destructive effect of an 
aspect of human ĳȪıȚȢ upon foreign policy in the Late Republic because that is simply 
what he saw as the important issue. This, of course, will come to be elaborated in the 
speech of Caesar, which I analyse in the next section. 
 
Other examples of ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ being satisfied within the empire are of course legion. One 
PD\ FRQVLGHU0HWHOOXV¶ DWWDFN XSRQ &UHWH ZKRVH PRWLYH LQ 'LR¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ ZDV D
µGHVLUH IRU įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ¶ įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮȢ Ĳİ ΥἐȡΥ?Ȟ);63  like Caesar, he wished to use military 
success as the springboard to his own political cachet at home. Pompeius, in seeking after 
his controversial pirate command over the Mediterranean, thoroughly desired the 
extraordinary honour of the lex Gabinia (Υὁ ȆȠȝʌȒȚȠȢ ΥἐʌȚșȣȝΥ?ȞȝΥ?ȞʌȐȞȣ ΥἄȡȟĮȚ; and in 
'LR¶V UHFRQVWUXFWLRQ KH pretended more than ever in this instance not to desire what he 
truly wanted (ΥἦȞȝΥ?ȞȖΥὰȡțĮΥ? ΥἄȜȜȦȢΥὡȢΥἥțȚıĲĮʌȡȠıʌȠȚȠȪȝİȞȠȢΥἐʌȚșȣȝİΥ?ȞΥὧȞΥἤșİȜİĲȩĲİ
įΥ? țĮΥ? ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ. His aim, above all, was to secure glory (ĲΥὸ İΥὐțȜİΥ?Ȣ) by appearing forced to 
accept his truest desire.64 (TXDOO\'LRSUHVHQWV&DHVDU¶V ILUVW H[SHGLWLRQ WR%ULWDLQ LQ
BCE in a similar light. He writes that he was particularly eager to cross over to the island 
(ΥἐʌİșȪȝȘıİ įȚĮȕΥ?ȞĮȚ, since opportunities for war - and thus further įȩȟĮ ± were less 
abundant now that Gaul had been pacified.65  The historian writes that very little was 
achieved, and Caesar sailed back to the continent. But his ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?Ȣ įȩȟȘȢ had been 
fulfilled, all the same: 
 
So he sailed back to the mainland and put an end to the disturbances. From 
Britain he had won nothing for himself or for the state except the glory of 
having conducted an expedition against its inhabitants ĲȠΥ? ΥἐıĲȡĮĲİȣțȑȞĮȚΥἐʌΥ? 
ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢįȩȟĮ; but on this he prided himself greatly and the Romans at home 
likewise magnified it to a remarkable degree (ȠΥ? ȠΥἴțȠȚ Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȚșĮȣȝĮıĲΥ?Ȣ
ΥἐȝİȖĮȜȪȞȠȞĲȠ.66 
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So ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ, both for wealth and glory through military conquest, seem to me fundamental 
KDOOPDUNVRI'LR¶VLOOXVWUDWLRQRILPSHULDOSROLF\LQWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFThe inference to be 
drawn from the prominence of covetous desire, especially as a motivating factor in the 
selfish actions of individual dynasts within the provinciae, seems to me quite implicit. The 
enlarged physical space of the empire ± Spain, Gaul, Britain, Syria and Parthia, Egypt ± 
created also a moral space in which ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ, like ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, could be exercised. These 
vices, certainly, were inherent aspects of human ĳȪıȚȢ which lay dormant; but the 
SUROLIHUDWLRQLQRSSRUWXQLWLHVWRVDWLVI\WKHVHOHGQDWXUDOO\LQ'LR¶VYLHZWRDSUROLIHUDWLRQ
of occasions on  which precisely that happened. ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?ȢįȩȟȘȢ, in particular, occurs 
almost universally in connection with military activity. Commanders, such as Crassus, 
Pompeius, and Caesar are driven to campaign, often illegally or unconstitutionally, because 
of their desire to use conquest as a stepping-stone to įȩȟĮ and thus political power, as with 
&DHVDU¶V XQMXVW FDPSDLJQ DJDLQVW WKH+HUPLQLDQVOnce again, all of these examples of 
ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ are drawn from Books 36-40, throughout which the four speeches of Pompeius, 
Gabinius, and Caesar are interwoven. They are an exceptionally negative narrative 
backdrop before which to place these speeches on foreign policy.  
 
Finally, I close this section with some further words on ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ and on 'LR¶V
presentation of Republican imperialism as a form of įȠȣȜİȓĮ. 5HHVKDVGHVFULEHGĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ 
DV µWKH GRPLQDQW DQGPRVW GHVWUXFWLYH YLFH LQ'LR¶V KLVWRU\¶67 and it is fully embedded 
ZLWKLQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI /DWH 5HSXEOLFDQ PLOLWDU\ DFWLYLW\ 7KHUH LV ILUVW
'LR¶V QHFURORJ\ RI 6FLSLR $IULFDQXV ZKR WKURXJK KLV PLOLWDU\ FDUHHU µindulged his 
ambition more than was fitting or compatible with his viUWXH LQ JHQHUDO¶ ȈțȚʌȓȦȞ Υὁ 
ΥμĳȡȚțĮȞΥὸȢĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓΥ? ʌȜİȓȠȞȚʌĮȡΥὰ ĲΥὸ ʌȡȠıΥ?țȠȞĲȩĲİ ΥἁȡȝȩȗȠȞ).68 3RPSHLXV¶DWWHPSWVWR
secure the extraordinary powers of the lex Gabinia ± which as I have discused in earlier 
chapters had grave political consequences of their own LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V YLHZ ± was 
generated not only by his ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ for ĲΥὸ İΥὐțȜİΥ?ȢEXWµFHUWDLQO\E\KLVRZQDPELWLRQ¶Ȗİ
Υ?ʌȩĲİĲΥ?ȢΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȢ) LQ'LR¶Vevaluation.69 One can equally recapitulate here on 
&DHVDU¶V FDPSDLJQ DJDLQVW $ULRYLVWXV ,Q DGGLWion to being a further extension in the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHJHQHUDO¶VΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?ȢįȩȟȘȢ, it also seems to me clear that 
WKHHPEHGGHGIRFDOLVDWLRQ'LRSODFHVLQWRWKHPRXWKRI&DHVDU¶VPXWLQ\LQJWURRSVLVYHU\
PXFKWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQµDOOWhe soldiers were saying that they had no business with this 
ZDU DQG WKDW LW KDG QRW EHHQ GHFUHHG ʌȡȠıȒțȠȞĲĮ ȠΥ?Ĳİ ΥἐȥȘĳȚıȝȑȞȠȞ EXW ZDVPHUHO\
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EHLQJ IRXJKW EHFDXVH RI &DHVDU¶V SULYDWH DPELWLRQ įȚΥὰ ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?įȓĮȞ ĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢ
ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȞ¶70 I have suggested that Dio may have found the legal detail ± the suggestion 
that the campaign into Germania had been neither voted nor approved by the Senate 
(ΥἐȥȘĳȚıȝȑȞȠȞ) - in the BG itself. 71  %XW WKHVH FRPPHQWV RQ &DHVDU¶V ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ are 
consistent with DiR¶VDXWKRULDOSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVVXUURXQGLQJWKHJHQHUDO¶V
calculated hostility to Ariovistus in 58 BCE. It is quite safe to conclude that the historian 
uses this quotation of the soldiers¶ objections to articulate his own interpretation of the 
historical factor which drove Caesar on campaignĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ.  
 
Furthermore, such ambition exercised within the empire clearly engendered hostility 
EHWZHHQ3RPSHLXVDQG&DHVDULQ'LR¶VYLHZSDUWLFXODUO\UHJDUGLQJHDFKRWKHU¶VPLOLWDU\
achievements. In his account of the year 56 BCE 'LR ZULWHV RI 3RPSHLXV¶ DQJHU DW
&DHVDU¶VRYHUVKDGRZLQJKLVRZQDFKLHYHPHQWVLQ*DXO 
 
The fact, however, that Caesar's influence was increasing and the people 
admired his achievements so much (ĮΥὐȟĮȞȩȝİȞȠȢ țĮΥ? Υὁ įΥ?ȝȠȢ ĲȐ Ĳİ
țĮĲİȚȡȖĮıȝȑȞĮĮΥὐĲΥ? șĮȣȝȐȗȦȞ that they dispatched men from the senate, on 
the supposition that the Gauls had been completely subjugated, and that they 
were so elated by their hopes based on him as to vote him large sums of money, 
was a cruel thorn in Pompey's side. He attempted to persuade the consuls not to 
read Caesar's letters immediately but to conceal the facts as long as possible, 
until the glory of his deeds should win its own way abroad (ȝȑȤȡȚȢ ΥἂȞ
ĮΥὐĲȩȝĮĲȠȢ Υἡ įȩȟĮĲΥ?ȞʌȡĮĲĲȠȝȑȞȦȞΥἐțȞȚțȒıΥ?ıȣȖțȡȪʌĲİȚȞ), and furthermore 
to send some one to relieve him even before the regular time. He was so 
ambitious ĲȠıĮȪĲΥ? ȖΥὰȡĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓΥ? ΥἐȤȡΥ?ĲȠthat he undertook to disparage and 
undo all that he himself had helped to gain for Caesar, and that he was 
displeased with him both because he was greatly praised and because he 
was overshadowing his own exploits (țĮΥ? ΥἐțİȓȞΥ? Ĳİ ΥἄȜȜȦȢ Ĳİ ȝİȖȐȜȦȢ
ΥἐʌĮȚȞȠȣȝȑȞΥ?  țĮΥ? ĲΥὰ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? ıȣıțȚȐȗȠȞĲȚΥἄȤșİıșĮȚ.72 
 
7KLV SDVVDJH LV UHYHDOLQJ 8QTXHVWLRQDEO\ ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ ZDV LQ 'LR¶V HYDOXDWLRQ D negative 
constant of human ĳȪıȚȢ which could be satisfied within the theatre of the empire: I have 
MXVWGHOLQHDWHGWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VFRPPHQWVRQ3RPSHLXV¶ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ and the lex Gabinia, and 
&DHVDU¶V ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ in the case of Ariovistus. But such ambition, exercised within the 
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provinces, clearly manifested itself in the form of aristocratic discord, too. Dio, I have 
already written, viewed envy as the natural result of competition among equals, which must 
inevitably occur in a įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ. Here Dio sets out plainly the corrosive relationship 
between ambition, satisfied through military activity within the empire, and the fatal rift 
between Pompeius and Caesar. To ensure that we get the point, Dio furthermore mentions 
&DHVDU¶V VXFFHVVHV LQ *Dul ± ZKLFK ZHUH SUHFLSLWDWHG E\ KLV RZQ ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ ± his 
commentarii WR WKH6HQDWH DQG3RPSHLXV¶RZQĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, overshadowed by these recent 
successes.  
 
%XW VXFK DPELWLRQ LQ 'LR¶V YLHZ ZDV VLPSO\ DQ LQQDWH FKDUDFWHULVWLF RI ERWK JHQHUDOV
Both, he writes, were spurred on to civil war by their innate ambition and their competition 
to satisfy it (ΥὅĲȚ ĲȠΥ? Ĳİ ʌĮȞĲΥὸȢ țȡȐĲȠȣȢ ΥἀȝĳȩĲİȡȠȚ ΥἐĳȚȑȝİȞȠȚ țĮΥ? ʌȠȜȜΥ? ȝΥ?Ȟ ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓΥ? 
ΥἐȝĳȪĲΥ? ʌȠȜȜΥ? įΥ? țĮΥ? ĳȚȜȠȞİȚțȓΥ? ΥἐʌȚțĲȒĲΥ? ȤȡȫȝİȞȠȚ73 ĭȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ was simply an aspect of 
their ĳȪıȚȢ LQ'LR¶s view; and this aspect of course meets its fullest gratification within the 
sphere of the empire and military activity abroad.  
 
It seems to me hardly possible to escape the conclusion  WKDWLQ'LR¶VUHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKH
Late Republic, these three foci of the corruption inherent in human nature - ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, 
ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, and ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ± were made possible by, and were exercised predominantly 
within, the augmentation of the empire.  To Dio, imperial expansion was the canvas on 
which to paint the moral turpitude of the Late Republic. &DVVLXV'LR¶VZDVQRWRIFRXUVH
the only history to illustrate Late Republican imperialism in this way; although Fechner is 
VXUHO\ULJKWWRVXJJHVWWKDW'LR¶VLVWKHPRVWKRVWLOHEUXWDODFFRXQWRIH[SDQVLRQLQWKHILUVW
century BCE among our surviving ancient authors.74 Perhaps that alone should give us 
pause. But Dio seems to me to have developed turbulence within the city and within the 
Republic at large in relation to military developments abroad. His use of omens in the 
Egyptian crisis, for example, implicates divine anger at the ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ surrounding Ptolemy 
in the manifestation of that anger in the political sphere, in the urbs.75 In a similar fashion, 
Dio manipulates the annalistic structure ± transitioning between military matters and then 
domestic matters by citing standard annalistic material, such as omens ± to implicate the 
GLVDVWHURI&UDVVXV¶3DUWKLDQFDPSDLJQpresented in terms of ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ, within the chaos in 
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the city in 53 BCE.76 0LOLWDU\ DQGSROLWLFDO DV VKRZQ LQP\TXRWDWLRQRI3RPSHLXV¶ DQG
&DHVDU¶VĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ in the excerpt above, exert a mutually catastrophic effect. Perhaps this 
is why Cassius Dio explicitly calls Late Republican imperialism a form of įȠȣȜİȓĮ.77  
 
Cassius Dio presented Late Republican foreign policy in an exceptionally hostile light. It 
was on the one hand the space in which ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, and ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ could be 
satisfied DQG LQ FRQVHTXHQFH IXUWKHU įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ acquired. On the other hand (and in 
consequence of these vices), it was a form of įȠȣȜİȓĮ. Imperial expansion brought with it, 
LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHSUHWDWLRQ D SUROLIHUDWLRQ RI WKRVH QHJDWLYH GLPHQVWLRQV RI ĳȪıȚȢ 
ZKLFKGLUHFWO\HQDEOHG LQGLYLGXDOG\QDVWV WRVHFXUHIXUWKHUįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ ± and thus end the 
Republic ± by using it as a field in which to cultivate their ambition, wealth, and longing 
for SUHVWLJLRXVJORULHV7KHLQWHQVLW\RI'LR¶VKRVWLOLW\WR/DWH5HSXEOLFan imperialism may 
be grounds to give us pause. But where the historian is more of interest, I think, lies in his 
use of this unfavourable narrative of Republican foreign policy as a backdrop before which 
to place his speeches. Dio deployed these, I argue now, to explore the effect of this 
degenerate imperialism upon political rhetoric at home, and the disastrous consequences of 
this for the res publica.  
Degenerative Debate 
In this third section I turn to the speeches themselves: those of Pompeius and Gabinius 
(36.25-28), Caesar at Vesontio (38.36-DQG$QWRQLXV¶laudatio funebris for the dictator 
(44.36-49). All of these reflect upon Late Republican foreign policy; but not in a way that 
necessarily gives a radical re-evaluation of imperialism per se in this period. That is not 
their purpose. Rather, I suggest that against the unfavourable narrative backdrup I outlined 
in the previous section, Dio uses these orations to set out his interpretation of the corrosive 
effect of Late Republican expansion upon political oratory. I argue that through the 
speeches of these four self-interested dynasts, the historian articulates for the reader his 
view that corrupt foreign policies in the Late Republic necessarily generated a corruption 
of debate surrounding those policies. Individual commanders such as Pompeius, Gabinius, 
DQG&DHVDUZHUHDEOHLQ'LR¶VUHFRQVWUXFWLRQWRPLVGLUHFWGHFLVLRQ-making by obfuscating 
the true character of their involvement in military matters. As I have elaborated in Chapters 
DQGVXFKGHFHSWLYHUKHWRULFLVXQLYHUVDOO\HIIHFWLYHLQ'LR¶V5HSXEOLFIn consequence, 
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the imperium Romanum became a space in which power-hungry dynasts continued to 
exercise the immorality inherent in their ĳȪıȚȢ unchecked, because the barriers which 
could otherwise impede them ± Senate, people, soldiery ± were under their control. This, 
QDWXUDOO\SUHFLSLWDWHGIXUWKHUįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ and thus the collapse of the Republic.  
 
It will be worthwhile to discuss these in the order in which they appear; that is, in the order 
in which Cassius Dio expected his audience to encounter them. By virtue of their 
succession, DQGWKHLUHPEHGGHGQHVVZLWKLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWRILPPRUDOLPSHULDOLVPLQ%RRNV
36- WKHVH IRUP D ORJLFDO XQLW\ ZKLFK FXOPLQDWHV LQ $QWRQLXV¶ ORQJ UHIOHFWLRQ RQ WKH
character of Republican expansion in his laudatio of Book 44. This latter functions 
particulDUO\ DV D UHWURVSHFW RQ&DHVDU¶s career and on the role of imperialism within the 
collapse of the res publica as a whole, before a further narrative of renewed civil war 
between Antonius and Octavian.  
 
Beginning, then, with Pompeius and Gabinius. Both transparently misrepresent the 
FKDUDFWHURI/DWH5HSXEOLFDQPLOLWDU\DFWLYLW\LQRUGHUWRVDWLVI\WKHIRUPHU¶V ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?Ȣ
įȩȟȘȢ and ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ DQG WKXV VHFXUH IXUWKHU įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ. The historian states explicitly 
immediately before the speech that these were 3RPSHLXV¶ REMHFWLYHV78  I have already 
GLVFXVVHG LQ &KDSWHU  WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V PHWKRG RI OD\LQJ EDUH WKH WUXH VHOI-interested 
intentions of the orators in his narrative prefatory comments; amd Dio applies a similar 
authorial frame to the exhortation of Caesar at Vesontio, which I discuss shortly.  
 
7KHJXOIEHWZHHQWKHDFWXDOWUXWKRI3RPSHLXV¶LQYROYHPHQWLQWKHHPSLUHDVSUHVHQWHGLQ
the historical diegesis and the misrepresentation of this in the recusatio imperii is made 
apparent to the reader by the disingenuously patriotic statements contained within it. This 
tone is established from the beginning. In his exordium'LR¶VRUDWRUEHJLQVE\DVVHUWLQJ
that all men, by their very nature, delight in having benefits conferred upon them by their 
fellow-citizeQV ĳȪıİȚ Ĳİ ȖΥὰȡ ʌȐȞĲİȢ ΥἄȞșȡȦʌȠȚ țĮΥ? ΥἐȖțĮȜȜȦʌȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ ʌĮȡΥὰ ĲΥ?Ȟ
ʌȠȜȚĲΥ?ȞİΥὐİȡȖİıȓĮȚȢ&RQWLQXLQJLQWKLVYHLQ'LR¶V3RPSHLXVUHSHDWHGO\VWUHVVHVWKDWKH
is exhausted from a lifetime of devoted service to the state: these have left him wearied 
before his years (ȝȘįΥ? ΥὅĲȚ ΥἔĲȘ ĲȩıĮ țĮΥ? ĲȩıĮ ȖȑȖȠȞĮ ΥἀȡȚșȝİΥ?ıșİ), and expressions of 
exhaustion recur several times in the short speech (țȑțȝȘțĮ; țĮĲĮĲȑĲȡȚȝȝĮȚ; ʌİʌȩȞȘȝĮȚ) as 
well as assertions that Pompeius has faced extraordinary dangers for the good of the people 
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(ΥἐțȚȞįȪȞİȣıĮʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢįΥ? țȚȞįȪȞȠȣȢ).79 To complete this image of selfless devotion to the 
SXEOLFZHOIDUH'LR¶VRUDWRU FORVHVE\ VWDWLQJ WKDW KH VXUHO\ FDQQRW be the only general 
who loves the Quirites, and that there must be other competent commanders of comparable 
patriotism (ȠΥὐ ȖȐȡʌȠȣΥἐȖΥ? ȝȩȞȠȢΥ?ȝΥ?ȢĳȚȜΥ? Υἢ țĮΥ? ȝȩȞȠȢΥἐȝʌİȓȡȦȢĲΥ?ȞʌȠȜİȝȚțΥ?ȞΥἔȤȦ80 
 
7KXVIDUWKLVVHUYHVRQO\WRGHPRQVWUDWHWKHVSHDNHU¶VGXSOLFity: Pompeius was an habitual 
OLDU DQG XVHG WKLV HIIHFWLYHO\ LQ'LR¶V YLHZ RI WKH ODWH V WR VHFXUH IXUWKHU SRZHU IRU
himself (ΥἦȞȝΥ?ȞȖΥὰȡțĮΥ? ΥἄȜȜȦȢΥὡȢΥἥțȚıĲĮʌȡȠıʌȠȚȠȪȝİȞȠȢΥἐʌȚșȣȝİΥ?ȞΥὧȞΥἤșİȜİĲȩĲİįΥ? țĮΥ? 
ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ). 81 . However, two other points seem more RI LQWHUHVW KHUH ILUVW 3RPSHLXV¶
rehearsal of his many campaigns; and second ± directly in this connection ± WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V
interpretation of the populus¶FUD]HGORYHIRUWKHJHQHUDO,Q&KDSWHU,KDYHDOUHDG\QRWHG
WKH ZD\ LQ ZKLFK 'LR¶V 3RPSHLXV UHIlects upon his engagements in Sicily and Africa 
DJDLQVWWKH0DULDQVDQGWKHQLQ6SDLQDJDLQVW6HUWRULXV7KHKLVWRULDQ¶VQDUUDWLYHVRIERWK
are lost; but I have argued that it is likely that these engagements were presented as an 
exercise in garnering įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ, as Dio brings this dimension to the fore even in his 
DFFRXQWRI3RPSHLXV¶ HDUOLHVWPLOLWDU\ FDUHHU Plutarch, moreover, stresses the lengths to 
which Pompeius went to bully the senate into appointing him commander in the Sertorian 
war.82 In an important section of his recusatio'LR¶V RUDWRU UHFRXQWV WKH GLUHFW SROLWLFDO
impact at home of his many military successes abroad: 
 
Do you not recall how many hardships I underwent in the war against Cinna, 
though I was the veriest youth, and how many labours in Sicily and in Africa 
before I had as yet come fully of age, or how many dangers I encountered in 
Spain before I was even a senator? I will not say that you have shown 
yourselves ungrateful toward me for all these labours. How could I? On the 
contrary, in addition to the many other honours of which you have deemed 
me worthy (ʌȡΥὸȢ ȖΥὰȡ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȜȜȠȚȢ ΥὧȞ ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȟ țĮΥ? ȝİȖȐȜȦȞ ʌĮȡΥ? Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ
ΥἠȟȚȫșȘȞ, the very fact that I was entrusted with the command against 
Sertorius, when no one else was either willing or able to undertake it, and that I 
celebrated a triumph, contrary to custom, upon resigning it, brought me the 
greatest honour (ĲȩĲİ ΥἐʌȚȞȓțȚĮțĮΥ? ΥἐʌΥ? ΥἐțİȓȞΥ? ʌĮȡΥὰ ĲΥὸ ȞİȞȠȝȚıȝȑȞȠȞʌȑȝȥĮȚ
ȝİȖȓıĲȘȞȝȠȚĲȚȝΥ?ȞΥἤȞİȖțİȞ.83 
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An historical explanation is being offered here. After listing his successful campaigns in 
WKLVPDQQHU'LR¶V3RPSHLXVVWDWHV WKDWKHZDVaccordingly rewarded by the people, and 
indeed LQ DQ H[FHSWLRQDO IDVKLRQ 3RPSHLXV¶ WULXPSK EURNH FRQYHQWLRQ ʌĮȡΥὰ ĲΥὸ 
ȞİȞȠȝȚıȝȑȞȠȞ in that he was merely an eques and so ineligible, and this brought him 
ȝİȖȓıĲȘ ĲȚȝΥ? LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V YLHZ 3RPSHLXV¶ SROLWLFDO VXFFHVV LQ WKH urbs emerged 
directly from his successes abroad, even where these were motivated purely by the 
fulfilment of his desire for įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ. 7KHVH FDPSDLJQV WKHQ VDWLVILHG WKH JHQHUDO¶V
ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?ȢįȩȟȘȢ and ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ. 
 
But they additionally made the populus too crazed with enthusiasm to see the grave danger 
that further entrenchment of 3RPSHLXV¶ power would bring, as Catulus admonishes in vain. 
Immediately before this patriotic rehearsal of his many services to the res publica'LR¶V
Pompeius states, disingenXRXVO\ WKDW µI do not think it fitting that you should be so 
insatiable toward me (ΥἀʌȜȒıĲȦȢ ȠΥ?ĲȦ ʌȡȩȢ ȝİ įȚĮțİΥ?ıșĮȚ), or that I myself should 
continually be in a position of command¶84 It seems to me revealing that this leads into the 
VSHDNHU¶V UHFDSLWXODtion of his campaigns abroad and the ȝİȖȓıĲȘ ĲȚȝΥ? this had brought 
him, including an extra-legal triumph. Within this sentence, the phrase ΥἀʌȜȒıĲȦȢ ȠΥ?ĲȦ
ʌȡȩȢ ȝİ įȚĮțİΥ?ıșĮȚ LV RI IXQGDPHQWDO LPSRUWDQFH WR WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHSUHWDWLRQ RI WKH
historical situation in 67 BCE and the causal relationship between this situation and 
3RPSHLXV¶ earlier campaigns. 'LR¶V 3RPSHLXV QDWXUDOO\ LV EHLQJ GLVLQJHQXRXV LQ
encouraging the Quirites not to be insatiable (ΥἀʌȜȒıĲȦȢ) in their zeal for him. But the fact 
WKDWWKH\ZHUHLVWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQYLHZ,QKLVQDUUDWLYHSUHIDFHSULRUWRWKH recusatio, 
Dio states that Pompeius sought after the command because of the zeal of the people and 
his own ambition (Υ?ʌȩĲİĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȢțĮΥ? Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲΥ?ȢĲȠΥ? įȒȝȠȣıʌȠȣįΥ?Ȣ).85 The 
VSHDNHU¶VUHKHDUVDORIKLVPDQ\PLOLWDU\VXFFHVVHVLVRIFRXUVHLQWHQGHGZLWKLQWKHGHSLFWHG
context to H[DFHUEDWH WKDW ]HDO 7KH KLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ LW VHHPV WR PH from the 
VSHHFK DQG LWV VXUURXQGLQJPDWHULDO LV WKLV DOWKRXJK 3RPSHLXV¶ HDUO\ FDUHHU KDG OLNHO\
EHHQ D TXHVW IRU įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ, the craze of the populace for such successes (Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲΥ?Ȣ ĲȠΥ? 
įȒȝȠȣ ıʌȠȣįΥ?Ȣ) led them to be instantly predisposed to give him further extraordinary 
powers. Pompeius furthermore emphasises that predisposition (ΥἀʌȜȒıĲȦȢ). In 
FRQVHTXHQFH WKH JHQHUDO LQ'LR¶V YLHZ FDSLWDOLVHG RQ WKH RSSRUWXQLWLHV RIIHUHG E\ WKLV
misrepresenting his career as a long endeavour of self-sacrifice for the good of the res 
publica, DQG WKHUHE\ VDWLVI\LQJ KLV ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ and desire for ĲΥὸ İΥὐțȜİΥ?Ȣ even further by 
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securing the lex Gabinia. It was a vicious and destructive cycle. Self-interested expansion 
was artfully misrepresented by selfish leaders, causing the people to make rash decisions 
and ignore genuine patriots, such as Catulus, and in consequence give dynasts even further 
opportunities to satisfy their immorality ± and further their įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ ± abroad.  
 
*DELQLXV¶ UHVSRQVH elaborates this further. /LNH 3RPSHLXV¶ recusatio, I have already 
analysed this speech, in Chapters 3 and 5, from the viewpoint of the pervasion of 
mendacious rhetoric and ĳșȩȞȠȢ in 'LR¶VLate Republican political culture. But these are 
not its only purposes within his account of the collapse of the Republic. Just as the 
recusatio*DELQLXV¶H[KRUWDWLRQLVDIXUWKHUH[SORUDWLRQRIWKHHIIHFWRIdegenerate foreign 
policy upon political rhetoric. This speech begins, like its predecessor, with hypocritical 
patriotic sentiments which Dio again uses to characterise Gabinius as another self-
interested dynast. It is not, the tribune states, the business of a good citizen to have 
ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ, and especially not ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ to rule (ȠΥ?ĲİȖΥὰȡΥἄȜȜȦȢΥἀȖĮșȠΥ? ΥἀȞįȡȩȢΥἐıĲȚȞΥἄȡȤİȚȞ
ΥἐʌȚșȣȝİΥ?Ȟ).86 There is an obvious irony in this: the authorial narrative prior to the speeches 
states that Pompeius was eager for precisely that (Υὁ ȆȠȝʌȒȚȠȢΥἐʌȚșȣȝΥ?ȞȝΥ?ȞʌȐȞȣΥἄȡȟĮȚ),87 
and I have shown that ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ LQ'LR¶V/DWH5HSXEOLFLVDYLFHH[HUFLVHGLQDQGWKURXJK
the military sphere in particular. 7RODERXUWKHSRLQW'LR¶V*DELQLXVVWDWHVWKDWWKHQuirites 
should choose what is beneficial not to Pompeius, but to the state, and that the 
responsibility of the ȤȡȘıĲΥὸȢ țĮΥ? ĳȚȜȩʌȠȜȚȢ is to sacrifice himself, if need be, for his 
country ± further irony in both respects given the character of the speaker DQG'LR¶VODWHU
description of his avaricious ventures into Parthia and Egypt.88 
 
Gabinius again rehearses Pompeius¶ military commands, which Dio believed made the 
populace insatiable in their zeal for him DQG VR OHG KLP WR JUHDWHU įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ (ĲΥ?Ȣ ĲȠΥ? 
įȒȝȠȣ ıʌȠȣįΥ?Ȣ; ΥἀʌȜȒıĲȦȢ). Like Pompeius, he mentions the general¶V VXFFHVV LQ WKH
Sertorian war; 89  this reiteration serves again to underline the hiVWRULDQ¶V YLHZ WKDW
misrepresenting such commands as a service for the public good enabled Pompeius to 
secure further power through the people in contione. Within this reflection on the 
FRPPDQGHU¶VFDUHHU'LR¶V*DELQLXVDGGLWLRQDOO\VHHPVWRPHWRDSSHDOWRWKHVHOI-interest 
of the populus at large:  
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Or do you think that this Pompeius, who in his youth was able to make 
campaigns and lead armies, increase yoXURZQSRVVHVVLRQVĲΥὰ Υ?ȝȑĲİȡĮĮΥ?ȟİȚȞ
SURWHFW WKHSRVVHVVLRQVRI\RXUDOOLHV ĲΥὰ ĲΥ?ȞıȣȝȝȐȤȦȞıȫȗİȚȞ DQGDFTXLUH
WKH SRVVHVVLRQV RI WKRVH DUUD\HG DJDLQVW XV ĲȐ Ĳİ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞșȚıĲĮȝȑȞȦȞ
ʌȡȠıțĲΥ?ıșĮȚFRXOGQRWQRZEHPRVWXVHIXOWR\RX"90 
 
I may be reading tRRPXFK LQWR&DVVLXV'LR¶V FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI WKLV HSLVRGH WR VXJJHVW D
certain irony in this statement: his Gabinius convinces the Quirities to afford Pompeius 
further opportunities to advance his own self-interest - ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?ȢįȩȟȘȢ and ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ ± 
by appealing to the self-interest of the people at large.  Again, the near-complete loss of 
'LR¶VDFFRXQWRI3RPSHLXV¶HDUO\FDUHHUPHDQVWKDWZHDUHXQDEOHWRFRPSDUH*DELQLXV¶
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQKHUHRI WKHJHQHUDO¶VPRYHPHQWVZKLFKSRrtrays them as a service to the 
VWDWHWRWKHDFWXDOµWUXWK¶DV'LRFRQFHLYHGRILWDQGLOOXVWUDWHGLW%XWLIWKHVROHIUDJPHQW
ZKLFKVXUYLYHVRIWKLVSHULRGLVDQ\WKLQJWRJRE\WKHQWKHKLVWRULDQSUHVHQWHG3RPSHLXV¶
HDUO\PLOLWDU\OLIHDVPXFKDVDTXHVWIRUįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ as the rest of his career would later turn 
out to be.91 In this regard, then, both Pompeius¶ and Gabinius¶ self-presentation of patriotic 
FRQFHUQ IRU WKH SXEOLF JRRG VHHPV WR PH D GHOLEHUDWH LQYHQWLRQ RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ
devising, to demonstrate the effectiveness of such misrepresentations of military activity as 
a means of misdirecting the fora of debate. Such a misdirection, in the context of 67 BCE, 
of course had political consequences. 6DWLVI\LQJ3RPSHLXV¶DPELWLRQDQGOXVWIRUJORU\WKH
honour of the lex VXEVHTXHQWO\OHIWKLPDWWKHPHUF\RIWKHĳșyȞȠȢ of Metellus and others 
as well as rendering him too exalted and over-confident to defeat Caesar at Pharsalus, both 
RIZKLFK'LR¶V&DWXOXVSURJQRVWLFDWHVDV,VHWRXWLQ&KDSWHU 
 
But above all, the most interesting point (for the purposes of this chapter) that the historian 
verbalises through the speeches of Pompeius and Gabinius on the lex is his interpretation 
of the attitude of the public toward Pompeius in 67 BCE and the relationship between this 
and his success. By bringing forward the insatiable zeal of the Quirites in the recusatio, 
'LR H[SODLQV WKDW 3RPSHLXV¶ PLOLWDU\ VXFFHVVHV ZHUH WKH FDXVH RI KLV ȝİȖȓıĲȘ ĲȚȝΥ?, 
including his extra-legal triumph. These left the populace enamoured with him and willing 
to vote him further honours, which would ultimately prove fatal both to him and the res 
publica. By misrepresenting his campaigns as a selfless act of sacrifice for the public good, 
'LR¶V 3RPSHLXV DQG *DELQLXV VXFFHVVIXOO\ UHQGHUHG WKH SHRSOH even more crazed with 
admiration. It is KLJKO\XQOLNHO\JLYHQWKHIDOVHWHQRURIWKHRUDWLRQVLQJHQHUDODQG'LR¶V
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presentation of both speakers as avaricious and power-hungry dynasts within the imperial 
sphere, WKDWWKHVHFRPPHQWVRQ3RPSHLXV¶PLOLWDU\activities were anything but a lie in the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZ 
 
,Q&DVVLXV'LR¶VHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHlex Gabinia, then, the deliberate falsification of Roman 
imperialism and the consequent misdirection of imperial policy-making led directly to a 
dynast accruing further opportunity to satisfy his ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮDQGĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮZLWKLQWKHHPSLUH
The historian elaborates a similar point, I suggest, in the exhortation of Caesar to his 
mutinying subordinates at Vesontio. In Chapter 3 and in the second section of this chapter 
µ'LRDQG/DWH5HSXEOLFDQ,PSHULDOLVP¶,KDYHDOUHDG\GHOLQHDWHG'LR¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRI
the episode. Only a brief recapitulation will be necessary: the Sequani and Aedui, 
SHUFHLYLQJ&DHVDU¶V ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ IRUZDUZLWK$ULRYLVWXV ĲȒȞ Ĳİ ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮȞ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? Υ?įȩȞĲİȢ
happened to give the general precisely the excuse he wanted for conflict. Caesar provoked 
the king of the Suebi deliberately into hostilities, in order to secure a pretext (ʌȡȩĳĮıȚȞĲȠΥ? 
ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣ but his troops complaiQHG RI WKHLU OHDGHU¶V LOOHJDOLW\ DQG KLV ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ
XQTXHVWLRQDEO\WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQYLHZRIWKHPRWLYDWLRQVZKLFKprecipitated the conflict 
ȠΥ?Ĳİ ΥἐȥȘĳȚıȝȑȞȠȞ įȚΥὰ ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?įȓĮȞ ĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢ ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȞ 92  7KH VSHDNHU¶V implicit 
purpose is naturally to restore order and coerce the mutineers to undertake the campaign 
DJDLQVW $ULRYLVWXV ,Q WKLV 'LR¶V &DHVDU LV KLJKO\ VXFFHVVIXO: obedience in the matter 
IROORZHGZLWKOLWWOHGLIILFXOW\țĮΥ? ĲȠȪȢȖİıĲȡĮĲȚȫĲĮȢȠΥὐ ȤĮȜİʌΥ?ȢΥἔʌİȚıĮȞʌİȚșĮȡȤΥ?ıĮȚ93 
 
Several VFKRODUV KDYH WUHDWHG &DHVDU¶V 9HVRQWLR-exhortation as a demonstration of the 
KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ philosophical view on the nature of expansionism in general and 
appropriate imperial policy. A number of sentiments in the oration seem a priori to 
LQGLFDWHWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VDFFeSWDQFHRIDµGHIHQVLYH¶SKLORVRSK\RILPSHULDOLVPWKDWLVWKH
belief that a state should not seek economic benefits from expansion nor should engage in 
warfare for the purpose of imperial augmentation, but rather should enter a war only to 
protect its fines. Such a state, moreover, should be eternally prepared for war, so as to stave 
off conflict. This metrocentric interpretation of Roman imperialism, prevalent in older 
scholarship, holds WKDW 5RPH¶V SKLORVRSK\ RI H[SDQVLRQ ZDV FRQVWUXFWHG LQ WKDW YHLQ
Rome was in essence a peaceful state which only reacted militarily in response to 
aggressive neighbours.94 Although more recent work, especially that of Harris, Sherwin-
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White, and Kallet-Marx,95 has reinterpreted this view of Republican foreign policy (and in 
+DUULV¶FDVHKDs argued precisely the opposite),96 it is not my intention to contribute to that 
debate here. 5DWKHU P\ FRQFHUQ OLHV ZLWK 'LR¶V RZQ LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI /DWH 5HSXEOLFDQ
imperialism and how he uses the speeches to demonstrate the effect of this upon public 
debate.  
 
Some sentiments do seem to confoUPWRDµGHIHQVLYH¶QRWLRQRILPSHULDOLVP'LR¶V&DHVDU
cites as exempla the major defensive wars of the Middle Republic: 
 
The Carthaginians would have given [our ancestors] much money not to 
extend their voyages thither, and much would Philip and Perseus have given to 
keep them from making campaigns against them; Antiochus would have given 
much, his sons and grandsons would have given much, to have them remain in 
Europe. But those men in view of the glory and the greatness of the empire did 
not choose to be ignobly idle or to enjoy their wealth in security, nor did the 
older men of our generation who even now are still alive; nay, as men who well 
knew that advantages are preserved by the same methods by which they 
are acquired, they made sure of many of their original possessions and also 
acquired many new ones (ΥἅĲİİΥ? İΥ?įȩĲİȢΥὅĲȚįȚΥὰ ĲΥ?ȞĮΥὐĲΥ?ȞΥἐʌȚĲȘįİȣȝȐĲȦȞțĮΥ? 
țĲΥ?ĲĮȚĲΥὰ ΥἀȖĮșΥὰ țĮΥ? ıȫȗİĲĮȚʌȠȜȜΥὰ ȝΥ?ȞΥἐȕİȕĮȚȫıĮȞĲȠĲΥ?ȞʌȡȠȨʌĮȡȤȩȞĲȦȞ.97 
 
The orator additionally makes several other statements which seem at first sight to 
underline this intention, such as warning the soldiers that, as many are plotting against 
5RPH¶V SURVSHULW\ LW LV LPSHUDWLYH WR Gefend RomH¶V ERUGHUV DJDLQVW LWV HQHPLHV.98 The 
argumentation, certainly, makes ample use of defensive notions of imperialism to attain its 
objective. For this reason, a number of scholars have argued that Dio deployed this oration 
to set out his own philosophy of military activity. Most importantly, Gabba has argued 
from his reading of this oration WKDW WKH KLVWRULDQ DGKHUHG WR µGHIHQVLYH¶ QRWLRQV RI
imperialism because of his admiration for Thucydides. He writes WKDWDV7KXF\GLGHV¶YLHZ
of the appropriate way to conduct foreign policy can apparently be traced back to the 
sophist Carneades,  Dio uses his speech of Caesar to set out classical, sophistic conceptions 
of the imperative to defend oneself in a world governed by the necessity of conflict.99 This 
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view has been accepted by more recent scholars,100 and Hagendahl, before Gabba, treated 
WKHYLHZVRI'LR¶V&DHVDURQLPSHULDOLVPDVWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQ101 
 
This view is in error; and as Fechner has rightly observed, the only evidence for such a 
UHDGLQJRI&DVVLXV'LR¶VYLHZVRQLPSHULDOLVPOLHVLQWKHH[KRUWDWLRQDW9HVRQWLR102 I have 
already shown in the second section of this chapter that Dio was conspicuously hostile to 
Late Republican foreign policy. In consequence, LW LV XQWKLQNDEOH WKDW KLV &DHVDU¶V
advocacy of defensive imperialism in any way approximates with what Dio perceived as 
the reality. *DEED¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ and subsequently those of Christ and Zecchini have 
emerged IURPRYHUORRNLQJWKHHPEHGGHGQHVVRI WKHVSHHFKZLWKLQ'LR¶s narrative. In the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZ&DHVDU¶VZDUDJDLQVW$ULRYLVWXVZDVDQDJJUHVVLYHRQHPRWLYDWHGSXUHO\
by ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮDQGĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ and other vices in human nature. He deliberately presents the 
campaign as such immediately prior to the oration. The irony ± of having Caesar espouse 
defensive notions of foreign policy and the need to protect oneself from aggressive 
outsiders in a world governed by the necessity of conflict, and in this context ± is obvious 
and deliberate. Speculatively, whether the historian intended the transparent irony of this 
aggressive speech advocating a defensive philosophy of imperialism to serve as some form 
of veiled attack on Carneades or sophistic notions of empire is unclear. It would certainly 
EHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VKRVWLOLW\WRward the sophists. It should, however, serve as 
a reminder that not every aspect of the Roman History can be traced back to Thucydides, 
and indeed that Dio had views of his own on the Late Republic to put forward which had 
little to do with him at all.  
 
'LR¶V H[KRUWDWLRQ RI &DHVDU DW 9HVRQWLR WKHUHIRUH VHUYHV DV D IXUWKHU H[DPSOH RI D
rhetorically-skilled general misdirecting decision-making by intentionally falsifying the 
true nature of his involvement in imperial expansion. There is, first, the deliberate 
misrepresentation of the campaign as a defensive HQGHDYRXUWRSURWHFW5RPH¶Vfines, which 
WKH UHDGHU NQRZV IURP 'LR¶V RZQ QDUUDWLYH SUHIDFH WR EH DEVROXWHO\ IDOVH LW ZDV DQ
aggreVVLYHDQGXQMXVWLILHGFDPSDLJQSXUHO\ WR VHUYH WKHEDVHUDVSHFWVRI&DHVDU¶V ĳȪıȚȢ, 
his ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?ȢįȩȟȘȢ and ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ.  
 
Moreover, like Pompeius and Gabinius, 'LR¶V&DHVDU clothes the corruption inherent in his 
ĳȪıȚȢ  - which he will of course go on to satisfy within the empire and thus secure further 
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glory, power, and prestige ± behind a veneer of patriotism and devotion to the res publica. 
7KHRSHQLQJRIWKHVSHHFKIRUH[DPSOHLVDQLQYRFDWLRQWRNHHSRQH¶VSULYDWH interests and 
those of the state separate; and, crucially, to keep self-interest out of debates on foreign 
policy (ȠΥὐ ĲΥὸȞĮΥὐĲȩȞΥ? ΥἄȞįȡİȢĳȓȜȠȚĲȡȩʌȠȞΥἡȖȠΥ?ȝĮȚįİΥ?ȞΥἡȝΥ?ȢʌİȡȓĲİĲΥ?ȞΥ?įȓȦȞțĮΥ? ʌİȡΥ? 
ĲΥ?ȞțȠȚȞΥ?ȞȕȠȣȜİȪİıșĮȚ103 This is highly significant. In the very first OLQHRIKLV&DHVDU¶V
exhortation, Cassius Dio underlines in explicit terms his interpretation of the fundamental 
historical problem of Late Republican imperialism.  A Roman general declares an unjust 
and aggressive war, by means of calculated deception, for no other reason than to satisfy 
his personal ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?Ȣ įȩȟȘȢ and ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ; and begins his oration by exhorting the 
massed troops to keep their private ambitions out of debates on these matters.  The irony is 
REYLRXV %XW PRUH LPSRUWDQWO\ LW VHUYHV WR GHPRQVWUDWH 'LR¶V Yiew of the historical 
VLWXDWLRQ DQG EULQJV WKLV WR WKH UHDGHU¶V DWWHQWLRQ IURP WKH EHJLQQLQJ Just as Pompeius 
before him, Caesar in Gaul deliberately obfuscated his selfish intention to use the empire 
as a launchpad for his own ambitions, and insinuated his own private interests into the 
debate. Just as Pompeius before him, he succeeded in misdirecting his audience and 
FRQYLQFHGWKHPWRDOORZKLPWRFRQWLQXHVROLGLI\LQJKLVįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ within the empire. And, 
just as Pompeius before him, yet another period of prestigious military success generated 
his imperii consuetudo, leading him to desire absolute power.104 The corrosive effect of 
Late Republican imperialism on political debate, and thus upon the constituWLRQ LQ'LR¶V
view was profound indeed.  
 
Then, finally, there is the laudatio funebris of M. Antonius (44.36-49), set shortly after 
&DHVDU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQ DQGLQWKHLPPHGLDWHDIWHUPDWKRI&LFHUR¶VVSHHFKRQWKH$PQHVW\
(44.23-33). Whether the occasion of speech actually existed is not entirely clear. Appian 
writes that Antonius did indeed deliver a funeral oration for Caesar in the forum  and that 
he was criticised for this. Importantly, he records that the Senate especially blamed him for 
his laudatio EHFDXVH µLW ZDV RQ DFFRXQW RI WKLV VSHHFKPRVW RI DOO WKDW WKH SHRSOHZHUH
incited to disregard the recently-DSSURYHGGHFUHHRIDJHQHUDODPQHVW\¶Υ?ĳΥ? ΥὧȞįΥ? ȝȐȜȚıĲĮ
Υὁ įΥ?ȝȠȢ ΥἐȡİșȚıșİΥ?Ȣ Υ?ʌİȡİΥ?įİ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȡĲȚ ΥἐʌİȥȘĳȚıȝȑȞȘȢ ΥἀȝȞȘıĲȓĮȢ).105 The significance of 
WKLV LQ'LR¶V DFFRXQW ,ZLOO UHWXUQ WR LQ DPRPHQW 6XHWRQLXV RQ WKH RWKHU KDQGZULWHV
explicitly that Antonius did not deliver such an oration and indeed in place of this 
(laudationis loco) had a decree of the Senate, voting Caesar apotheosis and other honours, 
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proclaimed publicly. He does state, however, that Antonius added a few further words to 
this decree (quibus perpauca a se uerba addidit), but does not specify their content.106 
 
,WZRXOGEHIUXLWOHVVWRFRPSDUH$SSLDQDQG&DVVLXV'LR¶V laudationes of Antonius. The 
former numbers only a few lines of Greek, and the latter ten chapters, comparable in length 
to the involved creations of Catulus on the Gabinian ODZ RU &DHVDU¶V H[KRUWDWLRQ DW
9HVRQWLR ,W LV VWULNLQJ KRZHYHU WKDW ZKHUH $SSLDQ¶V YHU\ EULHI IXQHUDO RUDWLRQ RI
$QWRQLXVPDNHVQRPHQWLRQZKDWVRHYHURIWKHGLFWDWRU¶VPLOLWDU\FDUHHU107 'LR¶V$QWRQLXV
elaborates (and misrepresents) this at considerable length. The immediate political 
FRQVHTXHQFHVRI WKLVPLVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQ LQ WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQ DV ,ZLOO JRRQ WR
show in this final study, were immediate and severe.  
 
This speech of Antonius clearly seems to me to function as part of a pair, and this is 
LPSRUWDQW WR UHFRJQLVH LQ SODFLQJ WKH RUDWLRQ ZLWKLQ 'LR¶V H[SODQDWLRQ RI WKH HIIHFW RI
amoral imperialism upon political oratory. $V,H[SORUHGLQWKHSUHYLRXVFKDSWHU&LFHUR¶V
speech on the Amnesty is conciliatory in tone and achieved results which directly 
alleviated the factional crisis of the Caesarians and the tyrannicides. Dio writes that the 
speech succeeded in persuading the Senate to vote to restore harmony (ĲȠȚĮΥ?ĲĮ İΥ?ʌΥ?Ȟ
ΥἔʌİȚıİĲΥ?ȞȖİȡȠȣıȓĮȞ ȝȘįȑȞĮȝȘįİȞΥ? ȝȞȘıȚțĮțΥ?ıĮȚȥȘĳȓıĮıșĮȚ). At the same time (ΥἐȞΥ?), 
the assassins themselves promised to preserve the acta of the dictator intact, and all were 
HDJHU WR KRQRXU WKH VSLULW DQG OHWWHU RI &LFHUR¶V SURSRVDO ʌĮȡΥὰ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȖȞȫȝȘȞ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? 
Υ?ȡȝȘıĮȞ).108 The oration led directly to cohesion and reconciliaWLRQ $QWRQLXV¶ IXQHUDO
speech, which follows a few chapters later, achieves the opposite result. In his prefatory 
UHPDUNVWKHKLVWRULDQZULWHVWKDWWKHSHRSOHLQLWLDOO\JODGWREHULGRI&DHVDU¶VįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ
were calm (ȠΥἵ ĲİʌȠȜȜȠΥ? ΥἔȤĮȚȡȠȞĲΥ?Ȣ įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮȢĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢΥἀʌȘȜȜĮȖȝȑȞȠȚ).109 But after 
KHDULQJ WKH GLFWDWRU¶V ZLOO WKH populus became excited (ΥἐĲĮȡȐȤșȘıĮȞ µDQG $QWRQLXV¶
'LREHJLQVµDURXVHGWKHP\HWPRUHE\VWXSLGO\EULQJLQJWKHERG\LQWRWKH)RUXPMXVWDVLW
was, covered in blood and open wounds, and by then delivering a speech to them which 
was ornate and brilliant, but not at all appropriate for the situation¶110 The oration on 
&DHVDU¶VDFWLRQV LQ*DXODQG%ULWDLQZLOO OHDGDV'LRZLOO ODWHUFODULI\ LQKLVFRQFOXGLQJ
summary, to renewed anger, fragmentation, and civil war. 'LR¶V µGHIHQFH¶ RI WKH
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įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ in Cicero alleviates the crisis; and its immediate successor in Antonius, a 
dynast who himself used the empire for his own enrichment,111 renews it. 
 
Antonius devotes around a quarter of the speech to a reflection on &DHVDU¶VPLOLWDU\FDUHHU
(44.40-44). In his introduction to this section the speaker states that he will discuss the 
GLFWDWRU¶VSROLWLFDOVHUYLFHV WRĲΥὰ țȠȚȞΥὰ (ʌİȡΥ? ĲΥ?ȞțȠȚȞΥ?ȞĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ʌȠȜȚĲİȣȝȐĲȦȞȜȑȖİȚȞ112 
but will pass over his campaigns and focus only upon his actions as a magistrate (ΥὅıĮȝΥ?Ȟ
ȠΥ?Ȟ ΥἄȜȜȦȢ ıĲȡĮĲİȣȩȝİȞȠȢ ΥἐȜĮȝʌȡȪȞİĲȠ«ʌĮȡĮȜİȓȥȦ«ΥὅıĮ įΥ? įΥ? ΥἄȡȤȦȞ  Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἔʌȡĮȟİ
ĲĮΥ?ĲΥ? ΥἐȡΥ? ȝȩȞĮ113 This is momentarily confusing in that the majority of this section in 
fDFWGHDOVZLWK&DHVDU¶V FDPSDLJQV+RZHYHU WKLV IDLOHG µattempt¶ by 'LR¶VAntonius to 
VHSDUDWH GRPHVWLF IURP IRUHLJQ FRUUHVSRQGV SUHFLVHO\ WR WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI
Late Republican imperialism. The self-interested actions of generals abroad were not a 
phenomenon distinct from the organisation of the res publica, but directly influenced it; 
DQGFRUURVLYHO\DV3RPSHLXV*DELQLXVDQG&DHVDU¶VSHUVXDVLYH falsifications of the true 
nature of their policies, and their consequent transformation of the fora of debate into 
instruments to enable yet more of their corruption within the empire, confirm.  
 
$QWRQLXV IDOVLILHV &DHVDU¶V PLOLWDU\ FDUHHU DUUDQJHG FKURQRORJLFDOO\ LQ D PDQQHU
consistent with that established already in the interaction between the Vesontio speech and 
'LR¶VRZQQDUUDWLYHFRPPHQWV+HEHJLQVZLWKKLVSURSUDHWRUVKLSRI/XVLWDQLDBCE). 
 
First of all, this man went on campaign in Spain; but finding its inhabitants 
disloyal (ΥἐȞ ΥἸȕȘȡȓΥ? țĮΥ? Υ?ʌȠȣȜȠȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ İΥ?ȡȫȞ, he did not allow them to 
become unconquerable under the name of peace, nor did he prefer to spend 
his time as governor in peace and quiet rather than do what was best for 
the state (ΥἐȞ ΥἡıȣȤȓΥ? ĲΥὸȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȡȤΥ?Ȣ ȤȡȩȞȠȞ įȚĮȖİȞİıșĮȚ ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ Υἢ ĲΥὰ țȠȚȞΥ? 
ıȣȝĳȑȡȠȞĲĮ ʌȡΥ?ȟĮȚ. Instead, since they would not willingly  change their 
EHKDYLRXU KH EURXJKW WKHP WR WKHLU VHQVHV XQZLOOLQJO\«IRU WKLV UHDVRQ you 
voted him a triumph for this and immediately made him consul (ĲΥὰ ΥἐʌȚȞȓțȚĮ
ĮΥὐĲΥ? įȚΥὰ ĲȠΥ?ĲΥ? ΥἐȥȘĳȓıĮıșİțĮΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȡȤΥ?ȞĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?ʌĮĲȠȞİΥὐșΥ?Ȣ ΥἐįȫțĮĲİ. From 
this fact it was absolutely clear that he had not waged this war for his own 
desire or glory (ȠΥ?Ĳİ ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮȢ ȠΥ?Ĳİ İΥὐțȜİȓĮȢ, but as a preparation for our 
future prosperity. In any case, he set aside the celebration of the triumph 
because of pressing public business, and after thanking you for the honour, he 
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entered the consulship, happy with that alone as his glory (ΥἀȡțİıșİΥ?Ȣ įΥ? 




PRWLYDWHG SXUHO\ E\ GHVLUH IRU KLV RZQ JORU\ įȩȟȘȢ ΥἐʌȚșȣȝΥ?Ȟ115  0RUHRYHU 'LR¶V
Antonius states that Caesar chose not to pass his propraetorship in peace and quiet, because 
he wished to do good service to the res publica  ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ ΥἐȞ ΥἡıȣȤȓΥ? ĲΥὸȞĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȡȤΥ?ȢȤȡȩȞȠȞ
įȚĮȖİȞİıșĮȚȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞΥἢ ĲΥὰ țȠȚȞΥ? ıȣȝĳȑȡȠȞĲĮʌȡΥ?ȟĮȚ. This is a deliberate overlap with the 
µWUXWK¶ RI 'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH RI  WKH JHQHUDO¶V WLPH LQ /XVLWDQLD LQ ZKLFK KH ZULWHV WKDW
FHUWDLQO\&DHVDUGLGQRWZLVK IRU µSHDFH DQGTXLHW¶GXULQJKLV FRPPDQG ΥἄȞİȣȝİȖȐȜȠȣ
ĲȚȞΥὸȢʌȩȞȠȣțĮșȒȡĮȢ ΥἡıȣȤȓĮȞ ΥἔȤİȚȞȠΥὐț ΥἠșȑȜȘıİ116 He wished, rather, to busy himself 
about satisfying his own ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ ĲΥ?ȢįȩȟȘȢ0RUHRYHUWKHFDXVHVRI&DHVDU¶VFDPSDLJQ
against the inhabitants of the Herminian Mountains during this time are here attributed by 
'LR¶V$QWRQLXVWRWKHLUUHEHOOLRXVGLVOR\DOW\ (Υ?ʌȠȣȜȠȞĮΥὐĲΥ?ȞİΥ?ȡȫȞ); but this is a fiction. 
In his account of the year 60 BCE the historian makes clear that while Caesar could have 
been at peace (ΥἐȟΥὸȞĮΥὐĲΥ? İΥ?ȡȘȞİΥ?Ȟ), he made war deliberately against the Herminians under 
false pretexts and indeed provoked them deliberately into war with unjust demands.117 This 
he did purely for the hope that he would obtain the consulship as a result if he could pull it 
off (ΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥἤȜʌȚȗİȞ ΥἄȞĲȚ ĲȩĲİțĮĲİȡȖȐıȘĲĮȚ Υ?ʌĮĲȩȢĲİİΥὐșΥ?ȢĮΥ?ȡİșȒıİıșĮȚ).118 $QWRQLXV¶
oration presents WKLVFRQVXOVKLSDVDZLOOLQJJLIWRIWKHSHRSOHEXWLWLVFOHDUWKDWLQ'LR¶V
narrative interpretation, Caesar conspired for it and sought to achieve it through the glory 
of unjust aggression. Moreover,  Dio writes Caesar did not willingly set aside his triumph 
to attend to matters of state, as his Antonius is made to vaunt: Cato vigorously opposed it 
and had the measure scrapped.119  
 
7KLV SRODULW\ EHWZHHQ WKH WUXWK RI &DHVDU¶V FRUUXSt actions in Lusitania and their 
misrepresentation in Antonius is a highly sophisticated example of the pairing of 
prosopopoeia with narrative. Though separated by seven books and sixteen years of 
events, Dio maintains a focussed conspectus to make these two narratives of Caesarian 
expansion as contradictory as possible on every point. But this is not merely a display of 
compositional technique. By constructing the panegyric in this manner, Dio valorises his 
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broader argument about the corruption of rhetoric on the empire. The misrepresentation of 
the moral baseness of Late RepubOLFDQ LPSHULDOLVPDV WKHVHUYLFHRI WKHVWDWH ĲΥὰ țȠȚȞΥὰ) 
UDWKHU WKDQ RQHVHOI ĲΥὰ ΥἴįȚĮ ZLOO HQUDJH WKH DXGLHQFH YLWLDWLQJ &LFHUR¶V DWWHPSWV WR
promote harmony and cohesion and leading ultimately to another civil war.  
 
Before these ramifications, however, the historian sets out further examples. For Gaul, 
$QWRQLXVUDLVHVWKHFRQWHQWLRXVLVVXHRIDOOLDQFHV$GYHUWLVLQJµKRZPDQ\DQGKRZJUHDW¶
&DHVDU¶VDFKLHYHPHQWVZHUHLQWKLVVSKHUHΥὅıĮĮΥ? țĮΥ? ΥἡȜȓțĮ'LR¶VRUDWRUVLGH-steps the 
LVVXHRI$ULRYLVWXV¶VWDWus as a friend and ally of Rome while simultaneously recalling it: 
µVRIDUIURPEHLQJEXUGHQVRPHWRRXUDOOLHVKHDFWXDOO\KHOSHGWKHPEHFDXVHKHZDVLQQR
ZD\VXVSLFLRXVRIWKHPDQGIXUWKHUPRUHVDZWKDWWKH\ZHUHEHLQJZURQJHG¶120 Of course 
this refers to the campaign, ostensibly in defence of the allied Aedui and Sequani, against 
$ULRYLVWXV¶ LQFXUVLRQV$JDLQ WKHQDUUDWLYH DQG WKH VSHHFK DUH LQFRQVLVWHQW ,Q WKHDFWXDO
DFFRXQWRIWKHDIIDLUWKH$HGXLDQG6HTXDQLFDOOHG&DHVDUWRWKHLUGHIHQFHµEHFDXVHWhey 
saw his desire (ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮȞĮΥὐĲȠΥ? Υ?įȩȞĲİȢ) and sensed that his deeds corresponded with his 
hopes, and wished to do him a favour at the same time as taking revenge upon the 
*HUPDQV¶121 &DHVDU¶VGHOLEHUDWHSURYRFDWLRQRI$ULRYLVWXVVROHO\IRUWKHVDNHRIįȩȟĮ and 
Υ?ıȤȪȢ we have already seen in this context. 122  There may also be a deliberate 
FRQWUDGLVWLQFWLRQ EHWZHHQ $QWRQLXV¶ VWDWHPHQW WKDW WKH JHQHUDO ZDV µQRW VXVSLFLRXV¶ RI
5RPH¶VDOOLHVȝȒĲİĲȚĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢΥ?ʌȫʌĲİȣıİ) and the accusations of disloyalty, suspicion, and 
changing front levied against Ariovistus by Caesar in the Vesontio speech (Υ?ʌȠʌĲȩȢ
ΥἐıĲȚȞ123  Again in his panegyric before the populus 'LR¶V $QWRQLXV PLVUHSUHVHQWV
&DHVDU¶V DFWLRQV LQ *DXO DV DQ DFW IRU WKH JRRG RI WKH 5HSXEOLF RQ WZR RFFDVLRQV WKH 
VSHDNHU VWDWHV WKDW WKHVH FDPSDLJQV ZHUH XQGHUWDNHQ µIRU RXU VDNH¶ ĲĮΥ?șΥ? ΥἡȝΥ?Ȟ




55 BCE. This, too, is presented consciously and deliberately by the historian, by virtue of 
his earlier narrative of the event, as a false misrepresentation: 
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ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ įΥ? Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ SURYRNHG GLVFRUG ΥἐıĲĮıȚȐțİıĮȞ DQG FRPSHOOHG KLP WR
return before the needed time, then he would certainly have taken all of Britain 
along with the other islands that lie about it, and all Germany up to the Arctic 
2FHDQ«QHYHUWKHOHVVWKRVHPHQZKRKDGFRPHWRUHJDUGWKHFRQVWLWXWLRQDVQR
ORQJHUSXEOLFEXWWKHLURZQSURSHUW\ȝȘțȑĲȚțȠȚȞΥ?ȞΥἀȜȜΥ? Υ?įȓĮȞSUHYHQWHGKLP
from subjugating these.125 
 
Here those who beJDQ WR OREE\IRU&DHVDU¶V UHFDOO LQBCE are illustrated emotively as 
the enemies not only of the general, but of the populus Romanus as a whole. Of course 
what in fact induced Caesar to return from BritainLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQW was not the envy of 
his opponents in the city as Antonius falsifies, but an uprising in Gaul, as both Dio and 
&DHVDU¶V commentarii record in the narrative of the event.126  
 
The resurgence of the distinction between public and private interest is important in this 
excerpt. Throughout, and in common with all other Republican generals of high status,  as 
I demonstrated in the second section of this chapter, &DHVDU¶VPLOLWDU\ DFWLYLW\ KDV EHHQ
unwaveringly depicted as a quest for the selfish objectives of įȩȟĮ, ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, and 
įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ,Q 'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHWKHFDVHRI%ULWDLQZDVQRGLIIHUHQW: he went for glory (ĲȠΥ? 
ΥἐıĲȡĮĲİȣțȑȞĮȚΥἐʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢįȩȟĮȚ).127 In this instance, to suit the purposes of the speech (to 
JORULI\ &DHVDU DQG QXOOLI\ &LFHUR¶V DWWHPSWV WR IRVWHU KDUPRQ\ WKLV WUXWK LV LQYHUWHG 
Caesar is made a champion of the common cause in the face of egocentric senatorial 
RSSRVLWLRQ 2I DOO RI 'LR¶V VSHDNHUV RQ WKH HPSLUH RQO\ RQH ± Catulus ± genuinely 
UHFRJQLVHV WKH VDQFWLW\ RI VHSDUDWLQJ ĲΥὰ țȠȚȞΥὰ IURP ĲΥὰ ΥἴįȚĮ DQG VSHDNV LQ D PDQQHU
consistent with this separation. ,Q KLV VSHHFK DW9HVRQWLR'LR¶V&DHVDU RSHQVZLWK WKDW
exhortation, to keep selfish private interest out of debates, especially in that context on 
foreign policy (ȠΥὐ ĲΥὸȞĮΥὐĲȩȞΥ? ΥἄȞįȡİȢĳȓȜȠȚĲȡȩʌȠȞΥἡȖȠΥ?ȝĮȚįİΥ?ȞΥἡȝΥ?ȢʌİȡȓĲİĲΥ?ȞΥ?įȓȦȞ
țĮΥ? ʌİȡΥ? ĲΥ?ȞțȠȚȞΥ?ȞȕȠȣȜİȪİıșĮȚ128 But in so doing he RQO\HPSKDVLVHV WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V
interpretation that such a distiQFWLRQKDGXWWHUO\GLVDSSHDUHGDOOPLOLWDU\G\QDVWVLQ'LR¶V
view, used debates on foreign policy merely to further their private ambitions. In Antonius, 
this WKHPHLVUDLVHGIRUWKHODVWWLPHLQRQHRI'LR¶VVSHHFKHVRQ/DWH5HSXEOLFDQIRUHLJQ
affairs. /LNH &DHVDU *DELQLXV DQG 3RPSHLXV $QWRQLXV¶ UHIXVDO WR IROORZ WKH &DWXODQ
model of honest debate for the common good misdirects the populus. By granting the 
EOXUUHGGLVWLQFWLRQEHWZHHQĲΥὰ țȠȚȞΥὰ DQGĲΥὰ ΥἴįȚĮZLWKLQSXEOLFVSHHFKDODVWH[SUHVVLRQLQ
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the funeral oration, Dio closes his account of Late Republican imperialism with a final 
statement of its fatal flaw. 
 
7KHSROLWLFDO FRQVHTXHQFHVRI$QWRQLXV¶ IDOVLILFDWLRQRI&DHVDU¶V DFWLRQV LQ6SDLQ*DXO
DQG%ULWDLQDUHLPPHGLDWHLQ'LR¶VUHFRQVWUXFWLRQ$V LQ$SSLDQ¶VDFFRXQWWKH\QXOOLI\WKH
KDUPRQ\ IRVWHUHGE\&LFHUR¶V VXFFHVVIXODGGUHVV%XW'LR¶V VSHHFKRI$QWRQLXVDQGKLV
explanation of the consequences, is far more detailed and intense than the comparatively 
laconic Appian. In Dio, speech motivates action in a way that is immediate and profound. 
Directly after the laudatio (ĲȠȚĮΥ?ĲĮĲȠΥ? ΥμȞĲȦȞȓȠȣȜȑȖȠȞĲȠȢ ), the audience became excited, 
then enraged, and went on a hunt for the tyrannicides, reproaching the Senate on the way. 
Setting up a pyre in the middle of the Forum, they nearly burned it down; this was 
prevented by the intervention of the soldiers and some rioters were thrown headfirst from 
the Capitoline. The tribune Helvius Cinna was murdered.129 An altar set up to Caesar was 
dismantled by the consuls, those who erected it punished, and the office of dictator 
abolished.130 Antonius took Dolabella as his colleague to prevent him from inciting further 
stasis (ȝΥ? ıĲĮıȚȐıΥ?) and was corrupt in his adminiVWUDWLRQRI&DHVDU¶VDFWV± which all had 
SUHYLRXVO\ SURPLVHG WR UHFRJQLVH DIWHU  &LFHUR¶V VSHHFK RQ WKH $PQHVW\ 131  Finally, 
/HSLGXV¶ RZQ SRZHU ZDV LQFUHDVLQJ DQG D PDUULDJH DOOLDQFH EHWZHHQ KLPVHOI DQG
Antonius, as well as the title of pontifex maximus, were needed to keep him in check.132 
:LWK WKLV UHJLVWHU RI UHQHZHG GLVFRUG IUDJPHQWDWLRQ DQG $QWRQLXV¶ DQG /HSLGXV¶
increasing įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ, Book 44 closes ± DQGDQHZQDUUDWLYHRI$XJXVWXV¶ ULVH WRSRZHU
and the Second Triumvirate, begins.  
Factor 5: Conclusion 
Just as Cassius Dio presented a morally-upright and genuinely Republican manifestation of 
public debate in the first FHQWXU\%&(LQKLVµGHIHQFHV¶RI WKH įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ, so too did he 
present its antithesis in Pompeius, Gabinius, Caesar, and Antonius. The former are 
universally ineffective; and the latter, on each occasion, attain their selfish objectives. 
Indeed, in the case of Cicero on the Amnesty and its response in the laudatio funebris of 
$QWRQLXVLWLVWKHG\QDVWZKRLQ'LR¶VUHFRQVWUXFWLRQXQGHUPLQHs and ultimately reverses 
DOORIWKH5HSXEOLFDQVWDWHVPDQ¶VFRQFLOLDWRU\ZRUN IROORZLQJ&DHVDU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQ. The 
historian, I have argued in Chapter 3, had clear concerns about the use and abuse of 
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oratory, and chose to explore the ramifications of this problem only in his speeches of the 
Late Republic. The political consequences of that issue LQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶s view were severe 
indeed.  
 
And, I have suggested, in the military sphere especially. Two points are of particular 
LQWHUHVWKHUH)LUVWO\WKHUHLVWKHFUHGLELOLW\RI'LR¶Vargument. To what extent can modern 
scholars be justified in accepting his interpretation that the immoral character of Late 
Republican foreign policies, as a playing-field fRU  ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ, and ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮ, 
necessarily exerted a corrosive effect upon political debate surrounding those policies? 
And that, in consequence, this corruption of public debate enabled individual dynasts to 
misdirect decision-making, securing further prestigious commands and continuing to 
enhance their wealth, power, and prestige within the empire? Secondly, it also seems 
legitimate to ask whether this interpretation would be discernible without the speeches, and 
if so, how clearly and to what degree.  
  
To turn to the first of these, I have argued in this investigation that Cassius Dio took a 
Tacitean view of human nature which accepted that certain base desires were inherent in 
ĳȪıȚȢ, but could be made to manifest themselves or proliferate in response to external 
stimuli. :H FDQ EH UHDVRQDEO\ FRQILGHQW IURP 'LR¶V RZQ DFFRXQW RI /DWH 5HSXEOLFDQ
foreign policy in Books 36-40 that he conceived of imperial augmentation, and its 
increased opportunities for vice, as that stimulus. Dio drew this from a long tradition of 
Roman historiography, beginning with Sallust or earlier; and in presenting Late Republican 
imperialism in this light he was not performing a radical re-evaluation of it. But I do not 
WKLQNWKDWZDVKLVLQWHQWLRQ5DWKHU'LR¶VSXUSRVH± and in keeping with his own interest 
in the use and abuse of oratory ± was to demonstrate through his speeches the effect of 
such base imperialism upon political rhetoric within the centre. Through his orations of 
Pompeius, Gabinius, Caesar, and Antonius, Cassius Dio develops his argument: the 
corruption of Roman imperialism necessitated a corruption of debate on that imperialism, 
in which its true nature had to be obfuscated and misrepresented by ambitious dynasts to 
secure further power. The ramifications of this could be far-reaching: further commands 
for Pompeius and the consequent pride which would magnify and ultimately destroy him, 
in addition to the ĳșȩȞȠȢ extraordinary honours would bring; further glory, might and 
prestige for Caesar in the wake of yet another military victory abroad; and further discord 
DQGFLYLOZDUDVDUHVXOWRI$QWRQLXV¶GHOLEHUDWHPLVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRI&DHVDU¶VFDPSDLJQV





Speculatively, the historian may not have been wrong in suggesting that the character of 
Late Republican imperialism was deliberately falsified by dynasts and that this could 
misdirect decision-making. Caesar in his commentarii, quite understandably, presented his 
campaigns in Gaul and Britain in a favourable light to satisfy an immediate political 
objective. That self-justification UHVSRQGHG WR WKH FRQWHPSRUDU\ SUREOHP RI &DHVDU¶V
legitimacy in commanding for so long a time; and a dispassionate, third-person register of 
WKH JHQHUDO¶V successful services to the res publica abroad might mitigate any hostile 
manoeuvres to impeach him, particularly if campaigns were believed to be progressing 
unsatisfactorily. Through his speeches, Cassius Dio seems to me to communicate his  own 
view of the problem of rhetorical self-presentation ± especially deceptive self-presentation 
± and the effect of this upon the apportioning of power within the empire.      
 
Such a view could, naturally, be communicated through the narrative alone: I have set out 
'LR¶Vunfavourable narrative presentation of Late Republican foreign policy in the second 
section of this chapter. %XW RQH ZRQGHUV ZKDW WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V H[SODQDWLRQ RI WKH
degenerative effect of the military dimension upon the political, constitutional dimension 
would have been if the oratLRQV , KDYHGLVFXVVHG LQ WKLV FKDSWHUZHUHQRWSUHVHQW'LR¶V
hostility toward Late Republican imperialism would certainly still be discernible; this is 
not particularly elaborated in the speeches in any case. But how else might Cassius Dio 
have selected to explore the corrosive effect of imperialism upon public debate on military 
affairs, if not through representations of that debate? These furnished the historian with a 
persuasive means of demonstrating, for his reader, the political ramifications domi of 
LQGLYLGXDOG\QDVWV¶IRUHLJQSROLWLFHVmilitaeque; not in his own voice, but in the voice of 
the characters who were directly involved in accelerating that process of decline. To Dio, 
speech itself was part of the problem of the collapse of the res publica, and to perceive 
this, we need the speeches. But as I show in the third and final case-study, both morality 
DQGUKHWRULFXQGHUJRDWDQGHPWUDQVIRUPDWLRQLQ&DVVLXV'LR¶VDFFRXQWRI$XJXVWXV¶UHLJQ






Chapter 7: Speech after the Settlement 
Factor 6: Introduction 
This final case-VWXG\LQYHVWLJDWHVWKHFKDQJLQJUROHRIVSHHFKLQ'LR¶VWH[W,QKLVQDUUDWLYH
of the Augustan Settlement of 27 BCE, the historian explicitly marks out the Principate as a 
new period not only in Roman history, but in his narrative. He writes programmatically 
that his work has moved into a new phase, contrasting the former period of the Republic 
(ĲΥὰ ʌȡȩıșİȞZLWKWKHQHZPRQDUFK\ under which he lived (ĲΥὰ ȝİĲΥὰ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ). He warns the 
reader that while it was easy to get publicly-recorded information for the Republican 
section, the secrecy of monarchical government made ΥἀțȡȓȕİȚĮ much harder to achieve. 1 
'LR¶VWRQHKHUHLVH[FXOSDWRU\EXWWKHVKLIWLQKLVZRUNWRWKHQHZµQDUUDWLYHPRGH¶RIWKH
Principate is a real one.2 Although the annalistic framework persists until the year 46 CE,3 
'LR RUJDQLVHV KLVPDWHULDO IURP$XJXVWXV¶ UHLJQ RQZDUG ELRJUDSKLFDOO\ DURXQG D VLQJOH
princeps and his family as the dominant causes of historical action, with a character-sketch 
and necrology book-ending each reign.4 $V'LR¶VKLVWRU\FKDQJHGVRWRRGLGKLVVSHHFKHV 
 
'LR¶V VSHHFKHV RI WKH 3ULQFLSDWH KDYH UHFHLYHG IDU OHVV DWWHQWLRQ WKDQ WKRVH RI WKH /DWH
Republic. The bulk of the scant scholarship elucidates how the historian used them to 
articulate his concerns about his own period. These fall under identifiable themes which 
are clearly present. The speeches of Livia and Cassius Clemens, for example, concern the 
clemency of the emperor (ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ);5 as a survivor of Commodus and Caracalla, Dio was 
especially interested in this theme. 6  The battle exhortations of Boudicca and Marcus 
Aurelius are fundamentally concerned with magnanimity (ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ), kindness 
ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ DQG RWKHU PDQLIHVWDWLRQV RI LPSHULDO ΥἀȡİĲȒ. 7  Finally, some words of 
+DGULDQRQWKHDGRSWLRQRI$QWRQLQXV3LXVH[HPSOLI\'LR¶VUHFRJQLWLRQRIWKHXQIRUWXQDWH
contrast between legitimate succession under Antonine adoption and the internecine 
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conflicts of the Severan age.8 $IWHUWKHUHLJQRI$XJXVWXV'LR¶VVSHHFKHVRIWKH3ULQFLSDWH
are also uncharacteristically short: the longest, the exhortations of Boudicca and Marcus 
Aurelius, number only three chapters each.9 This may be due to the epitomators Xiphilinus 
DQG =RQDUDV XSRQ ZKRP ZH DUH KHDYLO\ UHOLDQW DIWHU $XJXVWXV¶ UHLJQ $OWKRXJK
;LSKLOLQXV¶ HSLWRPH LQ SDUWLFXODU ZDV RIWHQ IDLWKIXO WR 'LR10 both epitomators abridged 
heavily.11 Nevertheless, it is clear that, just as I have argued that the speeches of the Late 
Republic explored the historical problems of that constitution and explained its demise, so 
WRRGRWKHµNLQJVKLSVSHHFKHV¶RIWKH3ULQFLSDWHH[SORUHFRQFHUQVLQWULQVLFDOO\UHOHYDQWWR
the character of monarchy.  
  
The exploration of the ΥἀȡİĲȒ of the ruler and the character of his regime was certainly one 
LPSRUWDQW DVSHFW RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V VSHHFKHVRI WKH3ULQFLSDWH%XW LW LV QRW WKH FRPSOHWH
picture. In this chapter, I argue that Dio composed his speeches of the Augustan period to 
reiterate the historical problems of the Late Republic and to demonstrate how a new 
political culture overcame those problems. I argue that the Augustan speeches are distinct 
both from the speeches of the later Principate, which explore the character of the ideal 
monarchy as such, and from those of the Late Republic, which Dio used to explain why the 
res publica failed. Rather, the Augustan speeches are placed within a transitional period in 
which both of these questions converge. The historian deploys these to reveal the ideal 
character of speech after the Settlement, presenting a new rhetorical culture which 
persuasively repeats the characteristics of the Late Republic which it eschews, and 
highlights the virtues of enlightened monarchy which are made possible by that new 
rhetorical culture. In this way, Dio placed the Augustan speeches at a liminal phase to 
serve as a final reflection on the historical problems of the res publica and as an 
explanation of how Augustan ΥἀȡİĲȒ rectified those problems. They look back, to the 
speeches of the Late Republic, and forward, to the kingship speeches of the later 
Principate. 
 
To demonstrate this I divide this chapter into three sections. In the first I sketch the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VQDUUDWLYHSUHVHQWDWLRQRI$XJXVWXV¶reign and its reinvention of notions of ideal 
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kingship along the lines of ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ, and ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ7XUQLQJ
to this question will serve as a methodological basis for discussion of the speeches. In the 
second I discuss the ways in which the historian used Augustus (53.3-10), Livia (55.16.2-
21.4), and Tiberius (56.35.41.9) to reflect a final time on the problem of ĳșȩȞȠȢin the Late 
Republic. These speeches, I argue, function in concert with the favourable narrative of 
$XJXVWXV¶UHLJQWRXQGHUOLQHWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VDUJXPHQWWKDWWKHF\FOHRIDPELWLRQDQGHQY\
was broken by the new regime. In the third I examine how Dio used the Augustan orations 
to provide the reader with a retrospective view of the problem of įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ and its 
negative ramifications in Late Republican imperialism and civil war. It it my suggestion 
that the historian used these speeches to demonstrate that the imperial virtues according to 
which he judged the first emperor (ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ, and ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ) 
corrected the problems associated with Republican įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ. The speeches of Octavian 
and Tiberius in particular verbalise a final time the historian¶V FRQFHSWLRQ RI /DWH
Republican political and military life and underline how Augustan ΥἀȡİĲȒ rectified its 
corrosive influence. Dio therefore embedded his final reflections on the įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ within 
a transitional stage: the reader can see the moral virtues of the new regime in the narrative 
immediately surrounding the speeches, but can additionally read reflections on the Late 
Republic which illustrate what its problems were by contrast.  
Augustan Virtues 
&DVVLXV'LR¶V SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKH ILUVW princeps has been a matter of debate. Noting the 
contrast between his unfavourable treatment of Octavian in the Republican books and his 
more sympathetic characterisation in the narrative of his reign as Augustus, older 
scholarship suggested that Dio changed source and simply followed the opinions of each.12 
Such a view does not seem likely. As I suggested in Chapter 2, the historian had ten years 
of reading Roman history to formulate his own impressions. It is not credible that in the 
composition-stage he would forget his own opinions and transmit those of a source which 
his research had led him to disbelieve.13 0LOODU¶VYLHZZDVWKDW'LRDVVHPEOHGKLVDFFRXQW
IURPDPHGOH\RIVRXUFHVJLYHQRYHUQHLWKHUWRSDUWLFXODUSUDLVHQRUEODPHDQG³DQDWWLWXGH
of mixed acceptancH DQG LQGLJQDWLRQ´ WR ERWK triumvir and princeps in equal measure.14 
The full exploration of Manuwald on the subject attributes the shift to the nature of the 
material. The princeps would attract less criticism than the Republican dynast in any 
possible vieZ EXW HYHQ DIWHU $FWLXP 'LR¶V RULJLQDO DVVHVVPHQW RI 2FWDYLDQ DV DQ
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unscrupulous revolutionary and disloyal ally is not fundamentally reversed. The lack of 
either positive or negative extreme rendered his presentation of Octavian-Augustus, all in 
all, rather pale (etwas blaßDQG'LR¶VRQO\H[SOLFLWDXWKRULDODVVHVVPHQWRIKLVFKDUDFWHU
upon his death is positive, but sober (zwar nüchtern, aber uneingeschränkt positiv).15  
 
More recent perspectives suggest that the historian approved of Augustus as a model ruler, 
but found the actions of Octavian the dynast less laudable, and moulded his presentation 
accordingly to each. 16  7KLV LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ LV IDU PRUH V\PSDWKHWLF JLYHQ 'LR¶V KRVWLOH
opinion of įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ and his approval of monarchy, although that preference is not 
particular to Dio within Imperial literature. 17  Still, the competitive nature of the Late 
Republic, compared with the absolute authority of a single ruler, made reprehensible 
behaviour inevitable in his view. This, as Kemezis has recently shown, gets to the heart of 
P\TXHVWLRQ RI'LR¶V SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKH/DWH5HSXEOLF.HPH]LV DUJXHV WKDW LWZDV QRW
possible for Octavian to be a noble dynast. Only in the new narrative mode of the 
Principate could his positive characteristics flourish, liberated from the constraints of 
Republican corruption.18 Dio most clearly articulates this idea in the recusatio of Augustus 
in Book 53, to which I turn in the next section. The speech is fundamentally Republican in 
LWVGHFHSWLYHFKDUDFWHUDQGKRVWLOHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHVSHDNHU¶VPRWLYHVEXWLVWKHODVWRI
its kind in the history, and hints at the positive aspects of enlightened kingship which will 
IORXULVKLQ'LR¶VODWHUQDUUDWLYHDIWHU5HSXEOLFDQUKHWRULFDOFXOture has been abandoned.  
 
7KHDVSHFWVRIHQOLJKWHQHGGHVSRWLVPDFFRUGLQJ WRZKLFK WKHKLVWRULDQ MXGJHV$XJXVWXV¶
reign ultimately belong to the tradition of Greek philosophy and its influence upon 
rhetorical education. In assessing the first princeps (and indeed later emperors) according 
to a set of virtues Dio was not doing anything particularly new: temperance (ıȦĳȡȠıȪȞȘ), 
wisdom (ĳȡȩȞȘıȚȢ), bravery (ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ) and justice (įȚțĮȚȠıȪȞȘ) had a long history.19 Dio is 
oddly silent on the golden shield of virtues presented to Augustus shortly after the 
Settlement, virtutis clementiae iustitiae pietatis causa,20 although as Wallace-Hadrill has 
VKRZQ WKLV ZDV E\ QR PHDQV WKH HVWDEOLVKPHQW RI D QHZ µFDQRQ¶ RI YLUtues: varying 
combinations of virtues are attested DQGWKHWKHRU\RIµFDUGLQDO¶YLUWXHVFDQEHVHWDVLGH.21 
As I have shown in Chapter 4 'LR¶V ZULWLQJ ZDV VWURQJO\ LQIOXHQFHG E\ WKH
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progymnasmata. In this regard his interest in conventional moral ideas of virtue seems 
likely to have more to do with the exercises in ΥἐȖțȫȝȚȠȞ and the ȕĮıȚȜȚțzȢȜȩȖȠȢ, which 
drew from Greek philosophy,22 than in any personal interest in kingship literature.  
 
In view of this philosophical influence (through the filter of rhetorical education), it is 
peculiar that the laudatio funebris RI 7LEHULXV DV 'LR¶V ΥἐȖțȫȝȚȠȞ of Augustus par 
excellence, does not mention the cardinal virtues at all. Aside from one reference to 
ĳȡȩȞȘıȚȢ,23 the cardinal virtues of the Greek kingship speech are not mentioned once. 
Rather, Dio appears to have juGJHG$XJXVWXV¶ UHJLPH E\ GLIIHUHQW SDUDPHWHUV DQG LQ D
FRPELQDWLRQZKLFKLVGLVWLQFWLYHO\KLVRZQ7KHYLUWXHVPHQWLRQHGLQ7LEHULXV¶VSHHFKDUH
ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ (magnanimity),24 ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮOLEHUDOLW\NLQGQHVV25 ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ (acceptance 
of free speech),26 and ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ (clemency).27 I will turn to the emphasis placed on these 
YLUWXHV LQ7LEHULXV¶ laudatio and in the other Augustan speeches in the third section. My 
interest is not in the philosophical history of these virtues or the originality of the 
combination ± particular to Dio though it is. Rather, in sections two and three I outline how 
Dio presents this combination of Augustan virtues in the speeches of Augustus, Livia, and 
Tiberius as correcting the rhetorical and political culture of the Late Republic, as illustrated 
in the speeches of that period, and thus securing beneficial constitutional change. 
 
$QRYHUYLHZRI WKHVHYLUWXHV LQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHRI WKH \HDUVBCE-14 CE demonstrates 
KRZ FRQVLVWHQWO\ WKH\ FKDUDFWHULVH $XJXVWXV¶ UHLJQ )LUVW ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ. As Mallan has 
recently explored, 28  the historian viewed ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ as characteristic of the Roman 
Republic; it and its verbal form ʌĮȡȡȘıȚȐȗȠȝĮȚ RFFXU PRVW IUHTXHQWO\ LQ WKH /DWH
Republican narrative.29  But this changed after the battle of Philippi: in the aftermath, Dio 
VWDWHV WKDW µWKH SHRSOH QHYHU DJDLQ REWDLQHG JHQXLQH IUHHGRP RI VSHHFK ΥἀțȡȚȕΥ? 
ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ¶30 This programmatic statement of a turning-point in the history of speech at 
5RPH ZKLFK OLNHQV WKH GHDWK RI µJHQXLQH¶ IUHHGRP RI VSHHFK ZLWK WKH DGYHQW RI
monarchy, bears some relation to Polybius, who presented ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ as the hallmark of 
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democratic government.31  Yet despite the traditional Greek connotation of freedom of 
speech with political liberty,32  'LR¶V SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ in the Late Republican 
narrative and orations is markedly negative, as it is repeatedly misused for self-interested 
SROLWLFDOREMHFWLYHVDWWKHH[SHQVHRIKDUPRQ\7KHKLVWRULDQ¶VIXOOHVWQHJDWLYHWUHDWPHQWRI
this theme came in the form of Cicero.33  As I outlined in Chapter 5, the consolatio of 
3KLOLVFXVLQ%RRNVHUYHVDV'LR¶VRZQLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHFDXVHVRI&LFHUR¶VH[LOHDQG
KLVODWHUDVVDVVLQDWLRQµ,IHDUDV,ORRNDW\RXUVLWXDWLRQDQGUHPHPEHU\RXUIUDQNQHVVRI
speech (ĲΥ?ȞıΥ?ȞʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮȞ), and behold the power and number of your enemies, that you 
PD\EHFDVWRXWRQFHDJDLQ¶34 ,WZDVRQO\QDWXUDOLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZWKDW&LFHURPDNH
himself hated because of his intemperate frankness (ĲΥ? ʌĮȡȡȘıȓΥ? ΥἀțȡȐĲΥ? țĮΥ? țĮĲĮțȠȡİΥ? 
ȤȡȫȝİȞȠȢ) and his longing for a reputation for eloquence outstripped his desire to be a 
good citizen.35  To this argument Dio presents the unrestrained personal attacks of the 
Cicero-Calenus invectives of Books 45 and 46 as an unfortunate coda. That Dio drew the 
material for both directly from the original Philippics, as I suggested in Chapter 2, 
demonstrates his recognition of the ugly side of ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ in the Republic embodied in 
&LFHUR ,QGHHG 'LR¶V &LFHUR DQG &DOHQXV ERWK UHSHDWHGO\ PHQWLRQ ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ in the 
debate.36 The historian uses these speeches in this highly politically charged context (the 
aftermath RI&DHVDU¶VDVVDVVLQDWLRQWRGHPRQVWUDWHWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQIUDQNQHVVRI
speech ± at its worst ± and Republican aristocratic discord. 
 
%XW XQGHU 'LR¶V $XJXVWXV ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ is reinvented as a positive force ± a force which 
enables a more harmonious goYHUQPHQW ,Q WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQ LW LVSUHFLVHO\ WKH
SULQFHSV¶ willingness to accept ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ which enables the other virtues of ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ
ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮand ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ WRH[LVW0DHFHQDV¶OLVWRIUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVRQVXFFHVVIXO
government included an instruction to the new emperor to grant his advisors ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ in 
expressing their opinion. 37  The reign as a whole is consistent with this. Thus, when 
$XJXVWXV VWRRG LQ GHIHQFH RI 1RQLXV $VSUHQDV DW WULDO DQG WKH SURVHFXWRU µLQGXOJHG LQ
excessive ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ¶ WKDWSURVHFXWRU ODWHUVWRRGEHIRUH WKHprinceps to have his morality 
scrutinised. Augustus acquitted him, in a display of ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ, on the basis that the 
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PDQ¶VʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ was necessary for the moral good of Rome.38 On another occasion, when 
the emperor was on the verge of sentencing men to death, Dio records that Maecenas had 
FRQYLQFHG KLP RWKHUZLVH $XJXVWXV IDU IURP EHLQJ GLVSOHDVHG ZDV JODG µEHFDXVH
whenever he was given over to unfitting passion as a result of his own nature or the stress 
of his affairs, he was set right by the ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ RIKLVIULHQGV¶39 Augustan ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ is thus 
directly facilitated by ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ'LR¶V FOHPHQF\ VSHHFK RI /LYLD LV VLPLODU WKH VSHDNHU
successfully craves the SULQFHSV¶indulgence in allowing her to give her advice freely and 
advise ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ for the plotter, Cn. Cornelius Cinna Magnus.40 Furthermore, Augustus 
refrained from delivering his sententia first in the Senate, but last, preferring to allow the 
senators to express their own without fear.41 Finally, he ordered the laws he had enacted to 
be inscribed and made public in the senate, allowing its members to speak out if any 
displeased them. 42  Tolerance of ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ LQ $XJXVWXV¶ UHLJQ LV SUDLVHG DOVR E\
Suetonius. 43  But in Dio it is particularly emphasised as the aspect of his rule which 
facilitates ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ DQG ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ, and which stands in stark contrast to the Late 
Republican ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ of Cicero. 
 
7KLV WROHUDQFHRIIUDQNVSHHFKZDVZKDWPDGH$XJXVWXVįȘȝȠțȡĮĲȚțΥὸȢ LQ WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V
view. Such is the assessment of his character as a ruler which Dio attaches to the case of 
excessive ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ DW1RQLXV$VSUHQDV¶WULDODERYHDQGDWDQRWKHUSRLQWLQKLVQDUUDWLYH
RI$XJXVWXV¶UHIRUPVWRWKHSURYLQFLDODGPLQLVWUDWLRQ.44 The term does not of course mean 
µGHPRFUDWLF¶LQ WKHFODVVLFDO$WKHQLDQVHQVHQRULQGHHGdoes it relate at all to the įΥ?ȝȠȢ. 
Rather paradoxically, it denotes the princeps¶DWWLWXGHWRWKHVHQDWRULDOHOLWHDQGJRYHUQLQJ
aristocracy ± who stood most to lose under the new constitution ± and his preservation of 
their safety and status.45 The good civilis princeps would not only have to preserve the 
lives and property of his people, but to behave as one of them himself, refusing excessive 
honours and kingly adulation.46 7KXV$XJXVWXVEHKDYHGWRZDUGWKHSHRSOHµDVLIWKH\ZHUH
IUHHFLWL]HQV¶PDNLQJDKDELWRIUHWXUQLQJWRWKHFLW\DWQLJKWVRDVQRWWRWURXEOHWKHPZLWK
SRPSDQGIDQIDUHVDQGUHFRUGLQJKLVSURSHUW\LQWKHFHQVXVµMXVWOLNHDQ\RWKHUΥ?įȚȫĲȘȢ¶47 
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There can be no doubt that Dio approved and holds Augustus aloft as a model in this 
regard ± and indeed more so than Tacitus and Appian.48 
 
Acceptance of ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ ZDV RQO\ RQH DVSHFW RI $XJXVWXV¶ UXOH DV WKH LGHDO RI WKH
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȚțΥὸȢ emperor. The other moral considerations of ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ DQG ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ 
PHQWLRQHGLQ7LEHULXV¶HQFRPLXPRIWKHLGHDOUXOHUDUHHTXDOO\GHYHORSHGWKURXJKRXWWKH
reign. Thus when Dio lauds the SULQFHSV¶ collaboration with Agrippa in public works, 
ZKLFKZHUHµWKe most humane (ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȩĲĮĲĮ), most celebrated, and most beneficial of 
SURMHFWV¶ 49  KH GRHV QRW PDUN RXW DQ\WKLQJ SDUWLFXODUO\ XQXVXDO IRU $XJXVWXV¶ UHLJQ
Displays of generosity and kindness are common: one may consider his donations to those 
barred from the Senate on account of their wealth, but who deserved it for their upright 
living (İΥ? ȕȚȠȪȞĲȦȞ) ± DUHFRPPHQGDWLRQIRXQGLQ0DHFHQDV¶VSHHFK50 or, after returning 
to the city at night to spare its people any bother, his subsidy of free public baths and 
barbers the following day; or his choice to fund the rebuilding of the Basilica of Paulus 
himself but allow Aemilius Lepidus to take the credit.51  
 
The task of bringing Rome into a state of security after a century of intermittent political 
turmoil also gave the new princeps numerous opportunities to display his ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ. The 
degree to which we should trust the claim victorque omnibus veniam petentibus civibus 
peperci is a matter of debate,52 DQGQXPHURXVSORWV OLWWHU WKHDFFRXQWRI$XJXVWXV¶UHLJQ
The haphazard arrangement of these within the chronology speculatively suggests that Dio 
may have drawn these elements from a single source which treated the plots against 
Augustus in a thematic rather than chronological manner.53 If that were the case, it would 
be less interesting than the fact that the historian deliberately broke from his annalistic 
sources to consult a work on that theme in the first place. The multiplicity of plots gave the 
historian a chance to elaborate on imperial ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ )RU 'LR¶V $XJXVWXV LV D FOHPHQW
figure. There are certainly negative moments. Dio attributed his campaign in Gaul in 16 
BCE to his need to vacate the city: many had grown to dislike the princeps¶LQFRQVLVWHQF\
in applying punishment. He had publicly humiliated Livia through his affair with 
0DHFHQDV¶ ZLIH54 Furthermore, Dio reports that Augustus was so fXULRXV ZLWK -XOLD¶V
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nocturnal activities that he could not restrain himself, but banished her as well as executing 
her paramour Iullus Antonius for conspiracy.55  
 
Nevertheless, examples of his ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ are many. His willingness to accept the ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ 
of Maecenas and Livia exhorting him to clemency we have already seen. One may also 
FRQVLGHUWKHFDVHRI5XIXVXQVFDWKHGDIWHUDWWDFNLQJWKHHPSHURU¶VDXWKRULW\56 RU3ROOLR¶V
DWWHPSWWRIHHGKLVVODYHDOLYHWRHHOVSUHYHQWHGE\$XJXVWXV¶SLW\57 his refusal to punish 
ZRPHQ IRU WKHLUSURPLVFXLW\ LQ WKHZDNHRI -XOLD¶VGLVJUDFH58 his attempt to control his 
anger at Sisenna, refusing to do or say anything violent;59 his consternation at the plot of 
Cinna Magnus, not wishing to put the conspirators to death;60 or, following the flight 
abroad of some plotters, his decision that in trials in absentia WKHMXU\¶VYRWHEHSXEOLFEXW
unanimous ± D SURYLVLRQ PDGH µQRW RXW RI DQJHU EXW UHDOO\ IRU WKH SXEOLF JRRG¶ 61 
Suetonius devoted a section of his life of Augustus to the conspiracies formed against the 
princeps¶UXOHEXWVD\VQRWKLQJDERXW$XJXVWDQFOHPHQF\LQWKLVFRQWH[WDQGLQGHHGOLWWOH
throughout the life.62 Clementia appears only once,63 venia not at all, and parco once in the 
sense of sparing lives.64 Dio, in contrast, eagerly promoted Augustan ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ and was 
convinced by this aspect of the SULQFHSV¶self-presentation. 
 
6R'LRMXGJHG$XJXVWXV¶UHLJQZLWKJUHDWIDYRXU%\SUHVHQWLQJLWDVDPDMRUUHLQYHQWLRQ
of Roman political culture the historian was doing nothing new; but in his focus on 
ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ Dio created a striking distinction between the rhetorical culture of the Late 
Republic, where excessive frank speech contributed to elite discord, and of the Augustan 
regime, where ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ facilitated clemency and magnanimous leadership. In microcosm 
this argument appears at its clearest when we juxtapose the invectives of Cicero and 
Calenus, where ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ generates disunity, with the speeches of Maecenas or Livia, 
where ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ leads to political harmony. Further, E\ DVVHVVLQJ $XJXVWXV¶ UHLJQ
according to a set of virtues laid out in the laudatio funebris of Tiberius, Dio took an 
established point from Greek philosophy and the encomiastic tradition, but reinvented it 
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within a combination of his own making. ȆĮȡȡȘıȓĮ, ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮand 
ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ characterise his reign as a whole. Although aristocratic plots against 
Augustus do emerge, it is significant that no attempt is made to develop the motives or 
characters of the conspirators at all; many go simply unnamed. Rather, it is the new kind of 
aristocrat, Agrippa and Maecenas, upon whom the focus lies, who are presented 
WKURXJKRXW WKH QDUUDWLYH DQG HVSHFLDOO\ LQ WKHLU QHFURORJLHV DV DJHQWV RI WKH HPSHURU¶V
ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ and ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ,65 while the liberty of ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ and blessing of ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ 
flow from the emperor himself.  
 
It is telling that when the competition opened for the consular elections in 22 and 19 BCE, 
LWZDVERWKWLPHVDGLVDVWHU LQ'LR¶VYLHZ+HZULWHV WKDW WKHFLWL]HQERG\IHOODJDLQLQWR
IDFWLRQDOGLVFRUGDQGPXUGHUVµDQG thereby showed that it was impossible for them to be 
safe under a įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ¶66 On both occasions the historian records that Augustus had to 
step in, saving a vestige of the Republic from its own uselessness. Dio presents the 
Augustan regime as everything that the Republic was not in the reflection quoted here. But 
to convince his audience of this argument, he placed the bulk of his final reflections on 
Late Republican political culture into his speeches of this period, not his narrative. These 
illustrate by contrast the reinvention of the nature of speech at Rome and the politics it 
generated, and juxtapose the character of the late res publica with that of the new regime 
which I have shown Dio praised. It is to these I now turn.  
Reflections on the Late Republic: ĭșȩȞȠȢ  
7KUHHKLVWRULFDO WKHPHV DUH UHSHDWHG LQ WKUHHRI'LR¶V VHW-pieces of the Augustan period. 
First, the problem of ĳșȩȞȠȢ, which Chapters 5 and 6 showed was not a mere 
commonplace or rhetorical topos, but was central to the causal framework that Dio applied 
in the speeches to aristocratic fragmentation and the end of the Republic. Second, the issue 
of įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ, the acquisition of which, I have demonstrated in the previous case studies, 
the historian presented as the primary objective of all major Late Republican military 
figures. And third, the three speeches of the Augustan narrative also reflect on the 
character of Late Republican imperialism and foreign policy, reiterating the conflation 
between thHLQWHUHVWRIWKHVWDWHĲΥὰ țȠȚȞΥὰDQGRQH¶VRZQEHQHILWĲΥὰ ΥἴįȚĮDQGWKHDEXVHRI
the subject communities in the civil war. Through a reading of the orations of Augustus 
(53.3-10), Livia (55.16.2-21.4), and Tiberius (56.35.41.9), I argue in this section that the 
                                                          
65
 Cass. Dio. 54.29 (Agrippa); 55.7 (Maecenas). 
66




historian deployed these speeches to reiterate each of these three historical problems of the 
Late Republic and to suggest their resolution by the new regime, using speech to build a 
persuasive interpretation of the causes and success of constitutional change.  
 
To ĳșȩȞȠȢ first. As we have seen, envy of wealth or personal power lay at the heart of 
PRVWKRVWLOHHOLWHLQWHUDFWLRQVLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFWKLVLQWHUSUHWDWLRQLV
distinctive to Dio among our Greek narrators of this period. The historian made this quite 
plain in the speeches of Pompeius, Catulus, Caesar, Antonius, Agrippa, and Maecenas. In 
WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ± articulated in these orations ± ĳșȩȞȠȢZDV UHVSRQVLEOH IRU
PDMRU SROLWLFDO PRYHPHQWV VXFK DV 3RPSHLXV¶ entry into the First Triumvirate and the 
assassination of Caesar, as well as a plethora of minor attacks by individuals Dio did not 
bring centre-stage. But like ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ, ĳșȩȞȠȢ is reinvented in the history. In the text of the 
Augustan Principate, it is transformed in two ways. On the one hand, this emotive aspect of 
aristocratic disunity disappears almost completely from the narrative and ceases to be a 
factor of history. On the other hand, where rarely it does occur ± notably in the speeches of 
Livia and Tiberius ± the object of envious desire radically shifts, from the acquisition of 
įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ in all its forms (įȩȟĮ, ΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮ, Υ?ıȤȪȢʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮWRWKHDFTXLVLWLRQRIYLUWXH 
 
ĭșȩȞȠȢ LVPHQWLRQHG IRXU WLPHV LQ$XJXVWXV¶ recusatio imperii before the Senate in the 
narrative of 27 BCE. 67  Unlike the speeches of Livia and Tiberius which follow, the 
recusatio is fundamentally a Late Republican speech. At this point in the narrative, 
Octavian has not yet grown into the benevolent exponent of ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ
ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ, and ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ 5DWKHU KLV FKDUDFWHULVDWLRQ LV VLPLODU WR 'LR¶V RWKHU /DWH
Republican dynasts.68 7KHKLVWRULDQSUHIDFHV2FWDYLDQ¶VVSHHFKZLWKDQDXWKRULDOVWDWHPHQW
XQGHUO\LQJ KLV LQWHQWLRQV µKH ZLVKHG WR PDNH DQRWKHU VKRZ Rf magnanimity 
(ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ), in order that he might be honoured all the more from this fact, and to have 
his monarchy confirmed by willing men, rather than to seen to have forced them to do 
VR¶69 Of course this is not a genuine show of high-mindedness: the ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ for which 
WKH HPSHURU LV SUDLVHG LQ7LEHULXV¶ laudatio cannot yet exist,70 IRU'LR¶V2FWDYLDQ LQ 
BCE is still compelled to speak in precisely the same manner as Pompeius forty years 
HDUOLHU+HLVVWLOOLQWKHµ/DWH5HSXEOLFDQ¶PRGH71 This seems to me signalled by the fact 
WKDWWKHQDUUDWLYHSUHIDFHWR2FWDYLDQ¶Vrecusatio LVXQVXUSULVLQJO\VLPLODUWR3RPSHLXV¶
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between the voluntary confirmation of the people and the wish to appear unwillingly 
compelled.72 It is LPSRUWDQWWKDW'LR¶VYRFDEXODU\LVPDUNHGO\GLIIHUHQWLQ2FWDYLDQ¶VFDVH
gone is the mention of ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ and ĲΥὸ İΥὐțȜİΥ?Ȣ in the preface which were attributed to 
Pompeius. The tone is less critical. But both, he writes, desired ĲȚȝȒ and power, and were 
prepared to lie for it. So as the first speech of the Augustan narrative, the recusatio of Book 
53 is also the last of the Republic. Contrary to one view, there is nothing unusual in 
exaPLQLQJ WKH VSHHFK WR XQGHUVWDQG'LR¶V YLHZ RI WKH ODWH res publica:73 the episode is 
structured to make the reader do precisely that. Accordingly, where Octavian mentions 
ĳșȩȞȠȢ LW LV DV µ/DWH 5HSXEOLFDQ¶ DV WKH RUDWLRQ LWVHOI 7KLV LV PRVW DSSDUHQW DW .6, 

















3RPSHLXV¶ ODWHU FODLP to be exhausted in mind and body (țĮĲĮĲȑĲȡȚȝȝĮȚ ȝΥ?Ȟ ĲΥὸ ıΥ?ȝĮ
ʌİʌȩȞȘȝĮȚįΥ? ĲΥ?ȞȖȞȫȝȘȞ) after a life of ʌȩȞȠȢ might have been justified by the time of his 
pirate command at the age of forty.74  %XWIRU'LR¶V2FWDYLDQWRPDNHWKHFODLPDWWKLUW\-
six is too JUHDWDVWUHWFKDQGWKLVZRXOGEHSODLQO\LQFRPSHWHQWRQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VSDUWLIKH
intended the reader actually to believe it. I find this doubtful; my investigation has shown 
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For I am exhausted and have suffered 
hardships, and I am able to sustain myself 
no longer in mind or body. And further 
still, I can foresee the envy and the hatred 
which spring up among some people even 
against the finest men, and the plots which 
emerge from them too. 
ĮΥὐĲȩȢ Ĳİ ȖΥὰȡ țĮΥ? ʌİʌȩȞȘȝĮȚ țĮΥ? 
ĲİĲĮȜĮȚʌȫȡȘȝĮȚ țĮΥ? ȠΥὐțȑĲΥ? ȠΥ?Ĳİ ĲΥ? ȥȣȤΥ? 
ȠΥ?Ĳİ ĲΥ? ıȫȝĮĲȚ ΥἀȞĲȑȤİȚȞ įȪȞĮȝĮȚ țĮΥ? 
ʌȡȠıȑĲȚțĮΥ? ĲΥὸȞĳșȩȞȠȞțĮΥ? ĲΥὸ ȝΥ?ıȠȢΥἃ țĮΥ? 




Cass. Dio. 53.8.6. 
:HUH \RX WR FRXQW XS WKH FDPSDLJQV ,¶YH
made and the GDQJHUV ,¶YH VXIIHUHG, you 
would find them many more than the 
number of my years; and you would thus 
believe that I no longer have strength for 
such labours and cares. But if you persist, 
know this: that all such positions cause 
envy and hatred. 




ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȩȞȠȣȢ ȠΥ?Ĳİ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥὰȢ ĳȡȠȞĲȓįĮȢ
țĮȡĲİȡİΥ?Ȟ ΥἔĲȚ įȪȞĮȝĮȚ İΥ? įΥ? ȠΥ?Ȟ ĲȚȢ țĮΥ? 
ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ΥἀȞĲȑȤȠȚ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥὁȡΥ?Ĳİ ΥὅĲȚ țĮΥ? 
ΥἐʌȓĳșȠȞĮțĮΥ? ȝȚıȘĲΥὰ ʌȐȞĲĮ 





that Dio was a sophisticated and highly-trained speechwriter. This can be more reasonably 
explained with two points.  
 
Firstly, in view of the narrative preface to the speech it is clear that the incongruous 
DUJXPHQW RIĳșȩȞȠȢ VHUYHV WR LOOXVWUDWH WKH VSHDNHU¶VPHQGDFLW\ ± just like any other of 
'LR¶V /DWH 5HSXEOLFDQ G\QDVWV ± and the argument is made deliberately redolent of 
Pompeius to achieve this, emphasising the corruption in Late Republican rhetorical culture. 
Secondly (and more importantly), within the context of the preceding narrative these 
concerns about the relationship beWZHHQ SRZHU DQG ĳșȩȞȠȢ UHPDLQ D UHIOHFWLRQ RI D
GLVWLQFWO\/DWH5HSXEOLFDQSUREOHP7KHKLVWRULDQVLJQDOVWRKLVUHDGHUVWKDWDV2FWDYLDQ¶V
powers have not yet been constitutionally confirmed, the speaker is still a participant in a 
culture where power generates envy. Were the account of the first century BCE leading up 
to this not sufficient to demonstrate the reality of this problem, the speech is littered with 
exempla of Julius Caesar, 75  ZKRVH DVVDVVLQDWLRQ 'LR DWWULEXWHG WR ĳșȩȞȠȢ 76  Octavian 
repeats the argument a second time later in the speech, stating that he wishes to be free 
from jealousy and plots (ȝȒĲİ ĳșȠȞİΥ?ıșĮȚ ȝȒĲİ ΥἐʌȚȕȠȣȜİȪİıșĮȚ).77 It may also be that 
&DWXOXV¶ UHVSRQVH LQ %RRN  WR 3RPSHLXV¶ recusatio ZKR SUHGLFWV WKDW µKLV WDVN DV
monarch (ȝȠȞĮȡȤΥ?ıĮȚ) over all your possessions will not be free from envy (ȠΥ?Ĳİ
ΥἀȞİʌȓĳșȠȞȠȞ¶78 looks forward to this recusatio of Octavian or vice versa. In the first 
VSHHFKRI$XJXVWXV¶PRQDUFK\ WKHKLVWRULDQ ORFDWHV WKHRUDWRU¶VFRQFHUQVDERXW MHDORXV\
within a destructive and distinctly Late Republican framework, and reflects on the 
inevitability of that problem without a radical re-evaluation of the constitution. 
 
+HVLWDQWO\KRZHYHUWKHVSHHFKDGGLWLRQDOO\ORRNVIRUZDUGWRWKHUHLQYHQWLRQRIĳșȩȞȠȢE\
the Augustan regime. Section 53.10 is, in short, a compact list of all the negative factors 
which Dio attributed to the decline of the Republic. Octavian exhorts the Senate to avoid 
LQQRYDWLRQ DQGSUHVHUYH5RPH¶V HVWDEOLVKHG FXVWRPV WR WUHDW WKHLU SULYDWHPHDQV as the 
common property of the state; to treat the allied communities and subject nations fairly and 
not use them against one another; and to ensure discipline and loyalty to the state among 
the army.79 In Chapters 5 and 6 we saw that Dio depicted a late res publica which pursued 
SUHFLVHO\WKHRSSRVLWHFRXUVH,QWKLVFRQWH[WLWLVSHFXOLDUWRUHDGWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VVSHHFKRI
2FWDYLDQ DV µD ILQDO FRPSUHKHQVLYH RSSRUWXQLW\ WR GLVSOD\ WKH advantages of the 
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5HSXEOLF¶80 VXFK D UHDGLQJ LJQRUHV 'LR¶V KRVWLOH RSLQLRQ RI įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮȚ KLV QHJDWLYH
presentation of most aspects of the Late Republic, and his enthusiasm for the system that 
IROORZHG1HYHUWKHOHVVDPRQJWKHVHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQV'LR¶V2FWDYLDQDOVRORRNVIRUZDUG
as well as back: 
 
Always entrust the magistracies both in peace and war to the best and most 
prudent men, neither feeling envy for them nor indulging in rivalry on 
account of making this man or that more prosperous, but instead on account 
of preserving and enriching the state.81 
ĲȐȢ Ĳİ ΥἀȡȤΥὰȢ țĮΥ? ĲΥὰȢ İΥ?ȡȘȞȚțΥὰȢ țĮΥ? ĲΥὰȢ ʌȠȜİȝȚțΥὰȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀİΥ? ΥἀȡȓıĲȠȚȢ Ĳİ țĮΥ? 
ΥἐȝĳȡȠȞİıĲȐĲȠȚȢ ΥἐʌȚĲȡȑʌİĲİȝȒĲİĳșȠȞȠΥ?ȞĲȑȢĲȚıȚ ȝȒșΥ? Υ?ʌΥ?ȡĲȠΥ? ĲΥὸȞįİΥ?ȞĮΥἢ 
ĲΥὸȞ įİΥ?ȞĮ ʌȜİȠȞİțĲΥ?ıĮȓ ĲȚ ΥἀȜȜΥ? Υ?ʌΥ?ȡ ĲȠΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȩȜȚȞ țĮΥ? ıȫȗİıșĮȚ țĮΥ? 
İΥὐʌȡĮȖİΥ?ȞĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȠȪȝİȞȠȚ 
 
Leaving aside the barely-FRQFHDOHG UHIHUHQFH WR WKH6HQDWH¶V VSOLWat the end of Book 40 
EHWZHHQ &DHVDU DQG 3RPSHLXV ȝȒș >ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȠȪȝİȞȠȚ@ Υ?ʌΥ?ȡ ĲȠΥ? ĲΥὸȞ įİΥ?ȞĮ Υἢ ĲΥὸȞ įİΥ?ȞĮ
ʌȜİȠȞİțĲΥ?ıĮȓ82 'LR FRQVWUXFWV DQ LGHDO LQ WKLV SDVVDJH RI D UHJLPH LQZKLFKĳșȩȞȠȢ LV
absent and ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ is directed toward honourable objectives.  
 
,QWKLVUHJDUGLW LVVWULNLQJWKDW WKURXJKRXW WKHQDUUDWLYHRI$XJXVWXV¶UHLJQĳșȩȞȠȢonly 
DSSHDUVZKHUHWKHHPSHURU¶VΥἀȡİĲȒ, which I discussed in the first section, actively prevents 
LW7KLVLVDPDMRUGHSDUWXUHIURPWKHSROLWLFDOFXOWXUHRI'LR¶V/DWH5HSXEOLF7KXVLQKLV
OLVWRI$JULSSD¶VSXEOLFHXHUJHWLVPWKHKLVWRULDQVWDWHVWKDW$JULSSDµQRWRQO\LQFXUUHGQR
ĳșȩȞȠȢEHFDXVHRIWKLVEXWZDVKRQRXUHGJUHDWO\E\$XJXVWXVand all the people; and the 
reason was that he collaborated with Augustus in the most humane projects 
(ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȩĲĮĲĮ¶83 /DWHUZKHQLOORPHQVSODJXHGWKHFLW\DQGWKHSHRSOHµEHOLHYHGWKDW
these things had happened for no other reason than that they did not have Augustus as 
FRQVXO¶ WKHprinceps in a show of his įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȚțΥὸȢ UXOH GHFOLQHG WKH GLFWDWRUVKLS µDQG
rightly guarded against the ΥἐʌȓĳșȠȞȠȞand ȝȚıȘĲΥὸȞ RI WKDW WLWOH¶84 $XJXVWXV¶ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ 
DQG ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ ZHUH IXUWKHU GLVSOD\HG ZKHQ KH DOORZHGPDQ\ RI KLV VXERUGLQDWHV WR
celebrate triumphs and to have public funerals for their achievements, which Dio writes he 
granted without envying their honour (ΥἀĳșȩȞȦȢ). 85  0RUHRYHU $XJXVWXV¶ VHOHFWLRQ RI 
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regime counteracted it through a system of benevolent rule. It thus attained the desideratum 
,TXRWHGDERYHIURP2FWDYLDQ¶VDGGUHVVHOLPLQDWLQJĳșȩȞȠȢDPRQJWKHHOLWHDQGUHFWLI\LQJ
DNH\KLVWRULFDOSUREOHPRIWKH5HSXEOLF%\EULQJLQJĳșȩȞȠȢWRWKHUHDGHU¶VDWWHQWLRQIRXU
times in the recusatio, Dio uses the oration to display the destructiveness of envy in the 
late res publica a final time, and to look forward to its abolition under the Augustan 
Principate. The placement of the address within the history at a transitional stage between 
WKH WZR FRQVWLWXWLRQV DVZHOO DV WKH µ5HSXEOLFDQ¶ FKDUDFWHU RI WKH VSHDNHU XQGHUOLQH WKDW
LQWHQWLRQ$JULSSD DQG0DHFHQDV¶ DGPRQLVKPHQWV DERXW WKH ULVN RI ĳșȩȞȠȢ WR DQ\PDQ
invested with great power in the controversia of Book 52 are thus resolved by a system 
founded on civilitas DQGWKHIRXUNLQJO\YLUWXHVRIʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ, ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮand 
ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ ZKLFK 'LR RXWOLQHG LQ 7LEHULXV¶ IXQHUDO laudatio of Augustus and fully 
exemplified in the narrative of his reign.87 
 
The dialogue of Livia and Augustus continues to persuade the reader of that argument. In 
LWVWZRPHQWLRQVRIĳșȩȞȠȢ88 the exchange underlines again the problem of envy, but in so 
GRLQJSHUVLVWVZLWK'LR¶VDUJXPHQW WKDW WKLVSUREOHPFHDVHG WREH DVLJQLILFDnt factor of 
history because of positive constitutional change. Furthermore, it suggests that in contrast 
to Late Republican envy, which was directed toward įȩȟĮ, ΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮ, Υ?ıȤȪȢDQGʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ
envy under the Augustan Principate could be motivated by desiUH WR DFTXLUH DQRWKHU¶V
ΥἀȡİĲȒ7KLVUHLQYHQWLRQRIĳșȩȞȠȢLVDUWLFXODWHGDOVRLQWKHIXQHUDOVSHHFKRI7LEHULXVWR
which I turn shortly. The reign of the first princeps LVWKHRQO\SHULRGLQ'LR¶VWH[WGXULQJ
which the object of envy is presented as ΥἀȡİĲȒ. This attests to the central position this 
emotion took in the interpretative skeleton that the historian applied to the end of a factious 
Republic and the (comparatively) virtuous revolution of Augustus. Like ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ, even a 
flaw of the res publica such DVĳșȩȞȠȢ FRXOG EH UHLQYHQWHG E\ EHQHYROHQW UXOH LQ'LR¶V
view.  
 
Set in camera in the narrative of 4 CE, the dialogue is a lengthy advocacy of the political 
and moral virtues of mercy, placed mainly in the mouth of Livia with short interjections by 
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Augustus. Its immediate narrative context is the plot of Cn. Cornelius Cinna Magnus, for 
ZKRPWKHHPSHURU¶VZLIHDGYLVHVLPSHULDOFOHPHQF\DIWHUDERWFKHGDVVDVVLQDWLRQDWWHPSW
As I have already demonstrated in Chapter 2, there is little reason to doubt that the 
KLVWRULDQ KDG D FRS\ RI 6HQHFD¶V De Clementia before him. The conspiracy of Cinna 
Magnus is attested in only these two authors.89 Problematically, both attribute the plot to 
different actors and different dates. Seneca states that the conspirator was L. Cornelius 
Cinna and that the plot was reported to Augustus cum annum quadragensimum transisset 
during his campaign in Gaul. 90  Assuming that annum quadragensimum indicates the 
HPSHURU¶V DJH $GOHU ZULWHV WKDW WKLV VXJJHVWV -16 BCE $XJXVWXV¶ RQO\ WLPH
campaigning in Gaul during his forties.91 Dio on the other hand dates the conspiracy to 4 
CE with Cn. Cornelius Cinna Magnus at its head.92 Most scholars agree that Dio had the 
correct conspirator, unlike Seneca,93  but the wrong date. Believing that in the aftermath of 
the plot Augustus awarded Cinna Magnus the consulship for the following year and 
knowing that he held it in 5 CE, Dio appears to have mistakenly located the conspiracy in 4 
CE.94 But I suggest that he may additionally have read annum quadragensium to indicate 
QRW$XJXVWXV¶DJHVL[W\-seven in 4 CE) but the fortieth year of his career in public life. If 
so, then Dio may have deduced the date from his reading of Seneca and from his own 
knowledge of the consuls for 5 CE, but must have had a supplementary source to give him 
WKHFRUUHFWQDPHRI&Q&RUQHOLXV&LQQD0DJQXVUDWKHUWKDQ6HQHFD¶V/&RUQHOLXV&LQQD 
 
7KH WZR PHQWLRQV RI ĳșȩȞȠȢ LQ WKH GLDORJXH IXQFWLRQ DV D FDOO-and-response which 
HPSKDVLVHVWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VDUJXPHQWWKDWXQGHU$XJXVWXV¶UHJLPHLWZDVIDUOHVVVLJQLILFDQW
a factor of history than under the res publica. In the narrative preface to the speech, Dio 
statestthat the princeps did not wish to execute Cinna Magnus in any case,95 and in the 
preliminary ȜĮȜȚȐ between the two characters, his Augustus reiterates the problem of 
jealousy: 
 
I for one know, my wife, that nothing with the character of great power is 
free from envy and plotting (ȠΥ?ĲΥ? ΥἄȜȜȠ ĲȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȝİȖȐȜȦȞ ΥἔȟȦ ĳșȩȞȠȣ țĮΥ? 
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ΥἐʌȚȕȠȣȜΥ?ȢțĮșȑıĲȘțİȞ, and monarchy least of all. For we would be equal to 
the gods if we did not have responsibilities and cares and anxieties above those 
of all other citizens. But the fact that grieves me most is that this is the way it 
has to be, and that it must be impossible to find any remedy for it (ΥἀįȪȞĮĲȠȞ
șİȡĮʌİȓĮȞĲȚȞΥὰ ĮΥὐĲΥ?ȞİΥ?ȡİșΥ?ȞĮȚ.96 
 
7KHVSHDNHU¶VFRPSODLQW LVRQO\KDOIERUQH out by the preceding narrative. We have seen 
already that numerous plots were formed against the first princepsDQG$XJXVWXV¶FRQFHUQ
for ΥἐʌȚȕȠȣȜĮȓLVMXVWLILHGLQWKLVFRQWH[W%XW as I have demonstrated, Dio clearly did not 
FRQVLGHU ĳșȩȞȠȢ DQ HOHPHQW Sresent within the new regime ± in contradistinction to the 
Late Republic ± and indeed presented it as actively prevented by Augustan ΥἀȡİĲȒ.  Again, 
WKHVSHDNHU¶VFODLPWKDWLWLVLPSRVVLEOHWRILQGDQ\UHPHG\WRWKHLQHYLWDELOLW\RIHQY\DQG
plotting (ΥἀįȪȞĮĲȠȞ șİȡĮʌİȓĮȞ ĲȚȞΥὰ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ İΥ?ȡİșΥ?ȞĮȚ) is again only half-true and not the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VRZQRSLQLRQIRUWKHSDVWWKUHHERRNV'LRKDVEHHQWRWKLVSRLQWSUHVHQWLQJWKH
ways in which he did ILQG D UHPHG\ IRU WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLFDQ SUREOHP RI ĳșȩȞȠȢ DQG
created a more harmonious political culture. Nevertheless, like the speech of Agrippa, the 
ȜĮȜȚȐ RI $XJXVWXV GRHV DUWLFXODWH 'LR¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI WKH SUREOHPV WKH LQFLSLHQW
PRQDUFK\ZRXOG KDYH WR RYHUFRPH DQG GLG ,W IXUWKHUPRUH VHUYHV WR HPSKDVLVH'LR¶V




/LYLD¶VUHVSRQVHH[SODLQVPRUHDERXWWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZ of the Late Republic. As Adler 
KDV SRLQWHG RXW 'LR DSSHDUV WR KDYH GHOLEHUDWHO\ µXQGHUFXW¶ WKH FUHGLELOLW\ RI KHU
exhortation to clemency for Cinna Magnus.98 Immediately after the clemency-dialogue he 
LQVHUWHGDQHOHPHQWDEVHQWIURP6HQHFD¶VYHUVLRQDQDXWKRULDOHSLORJXHVWDWLQJWKDWµLWZDV
in fact Livia, who was most responsible of all for the salvation of Cornelius, who would 
KHUVHOIJRRQWRWDNHWKHEODPHIRUWKHGHDWKRI$XJXVWXV¶99 If, as Adler suggests, Dio used 
this conclusion to undermine the credibility of Livia as an advocate of ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ (despite 
his own personal approval of clemency and hatred of cruelty),100 then this would not be the 
first time the historian undercut the message of his Livia in the scenario. A revealing 
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SDVVDJHRQĳșȩȞȠȢKDVIDUPRUHWRVD\DERXW'LR¶VYLHZRIWKHODWHres publica than about 
the Augustan Principate:  
 
It is believed that we are killing many because of anger or because of our 
desire for their wealth, and many others because of fear of their bravery or 
actually envy of their virtue! (ΥἀȡİĲΥ?ȢĲȚȞȠȢĳșȩȞΥ?)! They say that those who 
observe and listen secretly to such rumours make up many lies, some of them 
because of enmity and others of anger, some because they have been paid by 
the enemies of their victims and others precisely because they have not 
been paid. These people not only report that so-and-so did something terrible 
or were about to do so, but even report that, when so-and-so said whatever, one 
man upon hearing it said nothing, but another laughed, or another cried (Υὁ 
įΥ? ΥἀțȠȪıĮȢΥἐıȚȫʌȘıİȞΥἄȜȜȠȢΥἐȖȑȜĮıİȞΥἄȜȜȠȢΥἐįȐțȡȣıİȞ.101 
 
As I outlined in the first section, Dio nowhere suggests that the Augustan regime presented 
any of these characteristics. The first line in particular, in which Livia suggests that the 
princeps is believed to be killing many people out of anger, lust for tKHLUZHDOWKRUĳșȩȞȠȢ
RIWKHLUYLUWXHLVHVSHFLDOO\LQFRQVLVWHQWZLWK'LR¶VLOOXVWUDWLRQRIWKHQHZSROLWLFDOFXOWXUH
at Rome, which is characterised throughout by ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ, and 
ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ. It is difficult to believe that this is a serious historical reflection upon the 
Augustan Principate; if it were it would be a very inept volte-face on the part of its author.  
 
5DWKHU /LYLD¶V XQIRXQGHG DGPRQLVKPHQW DERXW UXPRXUV RI $XJXVWXV¶ HQY\ IRU WKH
possessions and virtues of others is highly reminiscent of the Sullan proscriptions. Most 
striking is the phrase at the end of the passage. The suggestion of informants reporting who 
smiled, laughed, was silent, or cried and then condemning them on that basis ± completely 
unattested in the narUDWLYHRI$XJXVWXV¶UHLJQ± had a precedent in the account of Sulla¶V
proscription lists µ7RFU\RU WR ODXJKSURYHG IDWDORQ WKHVSRW DQG IRU WKLV UHDVRQPDQ\
were killed, not because they had said or done anything forbidden, but because they had 
frowned RUVPLOHG6RFORVHO\ZHUHWKHLUIDFHVREVHUYHG¶102 )URPWKHUHDGHU¶VSHUVSHFWLYH
this vivid thought is all the more memorable because it occurs only in Dio among our 
Imperial narratives of the Sullan proscriptions, and only in these two places in his text.103 
0RUHRYHU /LYLD¶V EL]DUUH VXJJHVWLRQ WKDW WKH princeps was suspected of murdering 
ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓΥ? ȤȡȘȝȐĲȦȞRYHUODSVZLWKWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHPRWLYDWLRQV
ZKLFKXQGHUOD\WKHSURVFULSWLRQVµWKH\PXUGHUHGDOOWKH\VDZZKRVXUSDVVHGWKHPin any 
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SD\PHQW IRU LQIRUPDWLRQ YHU\ SHFXOLDU LQ WKH FRQWH[W RI$XJXVWXV¶ UHLJQ DJDLQ FDOOV WR
mind the praemium awarded for the successful capture of the proscribed. Although not 
SUHVHQWLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIBCE, it occurs regularly elsewhere, not least among texts the 
historian probably read.105 
 
6RWKHUHIOHFWLRQRI'LR¶V/LYLDRQPXUGHUHVSLRQDJHDQGVHOI-interested motives seems to 
me far more suggestive of the political culture of the Late Republic than of the early 
3ULQFLSDWH,QWKLVFRQWH[WWKHVSHDNHU¶VPHQWLRQRIĳșȩȞȠȢ ΥἀȡİĲΥ?ȢĲȚȞȠȢLVDORDGHGRQH
)RUWKHILUVWWLPHLQ'LR¶VVXUYLYLQJWH[WWKLVKRVWLOHHPRWLYHDVSHFWZKLFKLQWKHDFFRXQW
of the first cHQWXU\ %&( RQO\ RFFXUHG DV D VSXU WR DFTXLUH įȩȟĮ ΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮ Υ?ıȤȪȢ DQG
ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮLVUHLQYHQWHG$VWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VIRFXVVKLIWHGIURPWKHFDXVHVDQGFKDUDFWHURI
aristocratic discord to the presentation of Augustan ΥἀȡİĲȒWKHREMHFWRIĳșȩȞȠȢVKLIWHGWRR 
± somewhat optimistically. Virtue could be envied, too.  
 
This transformation of the political culture of Rome from the immoral government 
presented in the Late Republican books to the more virtuous regime of Augustus I 
delineated in section one is additionally reflected upon in the closing lines of the speech. In 
FRQFOXVLRQ 'LR¶V /LYLD VWDWHV WKDW VKRXOG WKH princeps follow her (unecessary) advice, 
µSHRSOH ZLOO WKLQN WKDW \RX GLG DOO WKH XQSOHDVDQW WKLQJV \RX GLG EDFN WKHQ EHFDXVH RI
necessity ʌȐȞĲĮΥἀȞȐȖțΥ? ʌİʌȠȚȘțȑȞĮȚįȩȟİȚȢIRULWLVQRWSRVVLEOHIRURQHPDQWRFKDQJH
VR JUHDW D FLW\ IURP UHSXEOLF WR PRQDUFK\ ZLWKRXW EORRGVKHG¶106 This apology for the 
actions of Octavian the dynast ± among which we may include his negative presentation as 
a Pompeian dissembler in the recusatio speech ± LV'LR¶V RZQ ,Q KLV QHFURORJ\ RI WKH
princeps KH ZULWHV WKDW LI DQ\ FLWL]HQV UHPHPEHUHG KLV DFWLRQV LQ WKH FLYLO ZDUV µWKH\
DWWULEXWHG WKHP WR WKH QHFHVVLW\ RI WKH FLUFXPVWDQFHV¶ ΥἐțİΥ?ȞĮ ȝΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȡĮȖȝȐĲȦȞ
ΥἀȞȐȖțΥ? ΥἀȞİĲȓșİıĮȞDQGWKH\ formed their real opinion on his noble character later, after 
his time as monarch (ĲΥ?Ȟ įΥ? įΥ? ȖȞȫȝȘȞ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? Υἐȟ ȠΥ? ĲΥὸ țȡȐĲȠȢ ΥἀȞĮȝĳȓȜȠȖȠȞ ΥἔıȤİȞ
ΥἐȟİĲȐȗİȚȞΥἠȟȓȠȣȞIRUJUHDWLQGHHGZDVWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKHWZRʌȜİΥ?ıĲȠȞȖΥὰȡįΥ? ĲΥὸ 
įȚȐĳȠȡȠȞ).107 ,GRQRW WKLQN WKHVLPLODULW\EHWZHHQ WKHFORVLQJ UHPDUNVRI/LYLD¶VVSHHFK
DQG'LR¶VFRQFOXGLQJUHPDUNVWR$XJXVWXV¶UHLJQLVDFFLGHQWDO  
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,QKHUVSHHFKWKHQ'LR¶V/LYLDPDNHVWKUHHUHWURVSHFWVRQWKHODWHres publica. First, the 
loadHG 5HSXEOLFDQ SUREOHP RI ĳșȩȞȠȢ DQG LWV WR XV YHU\ XWRSLDQ UHLQYHQWLRQ XQGHU
Augustus as envy for virtue rather than wealth or power. Second, the use of language 
UHGROHQW RI 'LR¶V DFFRXQW RI WKH 6XOODQ SURVFULSWLRQV LQ KHU GHOLEHUDWHO\ LQDFFXUDWH
assessment of the character of the new regime. This serves to illustrate, through the 
FRQWUDVWRI/LYLD¶VVSHHFKZLWKWKHQDUUDWLYHPDWHULDOWKHΥἀȡİĲȒ RI$XJXVWXV¶PRQDUFK\LQ
FRQWUDVW WR WKH GDUNHVW PRPHQWV RI WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLF $QG WKLUG WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQ
DSRORJ\ IRU2FWDYLDQ¶V DFWLRQV GXULQJ WKH FLYLOZDU+LV DFWLRQV'LRZULWHV WKURXJKKLV
Livia and later in the necrology, were necessary (ΥἀȞȐȖțΥ? ΥἀȞİĲȓșİıĮȞ) because of the 
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ under which he lived. His true ΥἀȡİĲȒ could only appear when he had put an 
HQGWRWKDWFRUURVLYHV\VWHP$XJXVWXV¶WUXHFKDUDFWHUFRXOGEHGLVFRYHUHGDIWHUZDUGZKHQ
he had put an end to the corruption of the įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ.  
 
This investigation of how Dio used the Augustan orations to reflect upon and create 
FRQWUDVWV ZLWK WKH ĳșȩȞȠȢ RI WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLFDQ VSHHFKHV FDQ FORVH ZLWK WKH laudatio 
funebris RI7LEHULXV7KLVVSHHFKPHQWLRQVĳșȩȞȠȢILYHWLPHV108 once more than the four in 
2FWDYLDQ¶Vrecusatio, and in a very different manner to that speech. As I have shown, the 
KLVWRULDQ GHSLFWHG2FWDYLDQYRLFLQJ FRQFHUQV DERXWĳșȩȞȠȢ DV D/DWH5HSXEOLFDQ G\QDVW
and in language deliberately reminiscent of Pompeius. Here Dio elaborated, through his 
speaker, the inevitability of envy and resentment within the Republican constitution; but 
WKHODWHUQDUUDWLYHRI$XJXVWXV¶UHLJQGHPRQVWUDWHVWKDWWKHKLVWRULDQEHOLHYHGWKDWWKHQHZ
UHJLPH EURNH WKDW F\FOH 7LEHULXV¶ UHIOHFWLRQV RQĳșȩȞȠȢ unfold accordingly. In the first 
LQVWDQFH WKH VSHDNHU¶V WZR UHIOHFWLRQV RQ ĳșȩȞȠȢ LQ WKH proemium HFKR WKRVH RI 'LR¶V
Livia, in which the object of envy was recast for the first time in the history as desire for 
ΥἀȡİĲȒ. His Tiberius begins: 
 
For I am not worried that you will accuse me of weakness for being unable to 
attain your desires, nor that you will be jealous toward him, whose virtues 
surpassed your own (Υἢ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ĲΥ? Υ?ʌİȡȕȐȜȜȠȞĲȚ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȡİĲΥ?Ȣ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? 
ĳșȠȞȒıȘĲİ. For who does not know that even if all men came together, they 
could not sing praises worthy of him, and that you will all willingly grant him 
these triumphs, not envying the fact that none of you could equal him, but 
even taking pleasure in his lofty excellence? (ȠΥὐįİΥ?Ȣ ΥἂȞ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȟȚıȦșİȓȘȠΥ? 
ĳșȠȞȠΥ?ȞĲİȢΥἀȜȜΥὰ țĮΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ? ĲΥ? Υ?ʌİȡȑȤȠȞĲȚĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ΥἀȖĮȜȜȩȝİȞȠȚ109 
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RIĳșȩȞȠȢ FOHDUO\ VKLIWV LQ WKH VSHHFKHV IROORZLQJ WKH6HWWOHPHQWRI%&( IURPįȩȟĮ
ΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮΥ?ıȤȪȢDQGʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ to virtue. As Manuwald and Rich have already pointed out, 
there are a number of inconsistencies in the speech of Tiberius which are discordant with 
the actual narrative of the princeps¶UHJLPH7LEHULXVLVPDGHWRVSHDNDV if Augustus has 
DOUHDG\EHHQGHLILHGDQGKHDOUHDG\UDWLILHGDVKLVVXFFHVVRUDQGKHFODLPVWKDW2FWDYLDQ¶V
resignation was sincere ± a statement that the reader knows perfectly to be false after its 
elaborate treatment in the recusatio.110 But it is clear that, despite these inconsistencies, 
Dio uses his Livia and Tiberius to create an idealised picture of the reinvention of ĳșȩȞȠȢ 
by the Augustan regime and its correction of spiteful envy under the Late Republic. This 
functions in the broader narrative context, which I laid out in the first section, in which 
ĳșȩȞȠȢ LVFRQVLVWHQWO\SUHYHQWHGRUDYRLGHGE\$XJXVWXV¶SROLFLHV7KHKLVWRULFDOSUREOHP
RI HQY\ ZKLFK DV , KDYH VKRZQ LQ &KDSWHUV  DQG  ZDV FHQWUDO WR WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V
understanding of aristocratic disunity in the Late Republic, is a distinctive element which 
Dio brings to the fore as a destructive problem in his Late Republican speeches and 
presents as resolved under the new regime. 
 
The historian made the later three reflections of his Tiberius on envy consistent with this. 
In these Dio uses his speaker to further persuade the reader of his own opinion that the 
Augustan regime interrupted the cycle of ambition and envy which had been characteristic 
of the late res publica7KXV7LEHULXV¶ VXPPDU\RI the benefits of his reign can only be 
UHDGDVDUHIOHFWLRQRIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQYLHZRIWKHLQQDWHQHVVRIĳșȩȞȠȢ to the Republic 
DQG LWV UHVROXWLRQXQGHU$XJXVWXV µIRUZKRZRXOGQRWFKRRVH WREHVDIHZLWKRXW WURXEOH
(ΥἀʌȡĮȖȝȩȞȦȢ ıȫȗİıșĮȚ), to prosper without danger, and to enjoy the blessings of the 
constitution without envy (ĲΥ?Ȟ ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȖĮșΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȜȚĲİȓĮȢ ΥἀĳșȩȞȦȢ ΥἀʌȠȜĮȪİȚȞ"¶111 
'LR¶VRZQHQWKXVLDVWLFDFFRXQWRIWKHHDUOLHVWGHFDGHVRIWKH3ULQFLSDWHDGPLWVRIQRGRXEW
WKDW WKH VSHDNHU¶V DVVHVVPHQW LV KLV RZQ /DWHU LQ D OLVW RI$XJXVWXV¶ EHQHIDFWLRQV DQG
public building works, Tiberius states that he permitted others to erect buildings in their 
RZQQDPHµDOZD\VORRNLQJWRWKHSXEOLFJRRGEXWQHYHUHQY\LQJDQ\RQHIRUWKHLQGLYLGXDO
IDPHWKDWWKH\REWDLQHGIURPWKHVHZRUNV¶ĲΥὸ ĲΥ? țȠȚȞΥ? ȤȡȒıȚȝȠȞįȚΥὰ ʌȐȞĲȦȞΥ?įȫȞΥἀȜȜΥ? 
ȠΥὐ ĲΥ?ȢΥἐʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢİΥὐțȜİȓĮȢΥ?įȓΥ? ĲȚıȚĳșȠȞȒıĮȢ).112 The reader has already seen the truth of 
WKLV IURP'LR¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI WKH KDUPRQLRXV UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ WKH princeps and 
Agrippa, who incurred ĳșȩȞȠȢ neither from Augustus himself nor anyone else for his 
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Thus, Cassius Dio appears to have judged the failures of the res publica and the success of 
the new government in substantially moral terms. I do not think that it is insignificant that 
the problem of ĳșȩȞȠȢ GLVDSSHDUV HQWLUHO\ IURP WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V DFFRXQW RI WKH$XJXVWDQ
regime; nor that, where it is mentioned in the speeches of Livia and Tiberius, the focus is 
rather on what was not envied. Where the speakers do suggest jealousy, this is only in 
connection with ΥἀȡİĲȒ. In his most detailed reflection on the reign of Augustus in the 
laudatio funebris, Dio mentions ĳșȩȞȠȢ more than in any other speech in his text and in 
every instance suggests that in his interpretation it was no longer a factor of history in 
SROLWLFDO OLIH7KLVLVDVWULNLQJGHSDUWXUHIURPWKHSODFHRIHQY\LQ'LR¶VVSHHFKHVRI WKH
Late Republic, in which it is universally connected to factional discord and political 
violence. In this regard, the historian brought an element to the decline of the Roman 
Republic and the success of the Augustan Principate which was distinctively his own, but 
ZKLFKFDQRQO\EHDVFHUWDLQHGE\UHDGLQJWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VVSHHFKHV 
5HIOHFWLRQVRQWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFǻȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ 
'LR¶V UHWURVSHFWV RQ WKH ODWH res publica in these speeches were not purely moral. The 
historian additionally used them to make some explicit closing statements on aspects of 
Late Republican political life which in Chapters 5 and 6 we saw emerge from the problem 
of excessive personal power (įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ): factional discord, corrupt foreign policy, and 
civil war. Reflections of this kind do not occur in the speeches of the later Principate: they 
are particular only to those of the Augustan age. This demonstrates further that Dio used 
the orations of this period as an opportunity to elucidate a final time his interpretation of 
Late Republican political culture within a transitional phase of the history. These 
reflectioQV MX[WDSRVH 'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH RI WKH LGHDO PRQDUFK\ RI $XJXVWXV LQ ZKLFK WKH
speeches are embedded, with the negative retrospects on the Late Republic contained 
within the orations. By briefly turning to the speeches of Octavian and Tiberius, I will 
demonstrate that the historian not only deployed these to recapitulate the problems which 
grew out of Late Republican įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ, but additionally contrasted these with the virtues 
of  ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ, and ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ with which the historian 
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characterised the new regime. These orations serve to confirm the interpretative framework 
Dio applied to the collapse of the Republic and to strengthen his argument for the 
imperative for monarchy and the success of constitutional change.  
 
Among the AugustaQVSHHFKHV7LEHULXV¶laudatio LV'LR¶VPRVWGHWDLOHGH[SRVLWLRQRIWKH
problems of Republican įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ and the role of Augustan ΥἀȡİĲȒ in rectifying those.115 It 
is to this I turn first. One reading of the speech suggests that by this point in the Augustan 
DFFRXQW WKH 3ULQFLSDWH ZDV µVR ILUPO\ HVWDEOLVKHG WKDW WKH KLVWRULDQ DYRLGHG IXUWKHU
GLVFXVVLRQRIWKHROG5HSXEOLFDQGWKHQHZIRUPRIJRYHUQPHQW¶116 I do not think that this 
LV WKH FDVH$V , KDYH DOUHDG\ SRLQWHG RXW DV D SLHFH RI HQFRPLXP7LEHULXV¶ VSHech is 
transparently hyperbolic and indeed contains some details inconsistent with the narrative. It 
should be treated with caution, and as Rich writes it must primarily be read as a reflection 
RI'LR¶VYLHZRIZKDWWKHVSHDNHUZRXOGVD\DERXW$XJXVWXVXQGer the circumstances.117 
But the oration is littered with reflections on the res publica and the new government 
ZKLFKDUHWUDQVSDUHQWO\WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQ118 A revealing but lengthy passage presents an 
idealised reflection of Augustan ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ ZKLFK UHLWHUDWHV VHYHUDO RI WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQ
narrative opinions: on the civil war, on the transformation of Octavian from dynast into 
noble princeps, and on key Late Republican figures. I abridge it here: 
 
And so this Augustus...the moment he had driven away civil wars by doing and 
undergoing things which he did not himself desire but which the heavens 
decided (ʌȡȐȟĮȢ țĮΥ? ʌĮșΥ?Ȟ ȠΥὐȤ ΥὅıĮ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ ΥἤșİȜİȞ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥὅıĮ ĲΥ? įĮȚȝȠȞȓΥ? 
ΥἔįȠȟİȞ, first of all spared the majority of those opponents who had survived 
the battles, thereby not at all imitating Sulla, who was called Felix (ΥἐȞ
ȝȘįİȞΥ? ĲΥὸȞȈȪȜȜĮȞȝȚȝȘıȐȝİȞȠȢĲΥὸȞİΥὐĲȣȤΥ? ΥὀȞȠȝĮȗȩȝİȞȠȞ. And although he 
honoured his allies with many great gifts, he did not permit them to do anything 
arrogant or outrageous. You know perfectly well the various people this applies 
to, such as Maecenas and Agrippa (țĮΥ? ĲΥὸȞ ȂĮȚțΥἠȞĮȞ țĮΥ? ĲΥὸȞ
ΥμȖȡȓʌʌĮȞ«)RU $XJXVWXV KDG WKHVH WZR TXDOLWLHV ZKLFK KDYH QHYHU EHHQ 
present in one man alone. There have of course, I know, been some who spared 
their HQHPLHV«EXW FRQVLGHU WKLV H[DPSOH WKDW Sulla and Marius detested 
even the children of their enemies (ĲİțȝȒȡȚȠȞįȑȈȪȜȜĮȢȝΥ?ȞțĮΥ? ȂȐȡȚȠȢțĮΥ? 
ĲȠΥ?ȢʌĮΥ?įĮȢĲΥ?ȞΥἀȞĲȚʌȠȜİȝȘıȐȞĲȦȞıĳȓıȚȞΥἤȤșȘȡĮȞ. Need I mention the other 
examples? Generally Pompeius and Caesar refrained from this. However, they 
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allowed their friends to do several things which were against their own morals. 
%XW WKLV PDQ FRPELQHG ERWK RI WKHVH TXDOLWLHV«and demonstrated to his 
allies that it is virtue that is µfelix¶(ĲȠΥ?ȢıȣȞĮȖȦȞȚıĮȝȑȞȠȚȢİΥὐĲȣȤΥ? ĲΥ?ȞΥἀȡİĲΥ?Ȟ
ΥἀʌȠįİΥ?ȟĮȚ.119 
 
Here Dio uses this statement of Tiberius to voice several of his own views of the history of 
the Late Republic and the salutary effects of Augustan ΥἀȡİĲȒ. As I have shown in my 
discussion of the speech of Livia, the apology for the actions of Octavian during the civil 
ZDUVDUWLFXODWHGLQWKHSDVVDJHDERYHLVYHU\PXFKWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQ7KHVXJJHVWLRQWKDW
Octavian acted as all other Late Republican dynasts out of necessity rather than desire, 
only to be transformed into the model ruler after he had broken free from the ĳșȩȞȠȢ and 
ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ which Dio viewed as germane to įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮȚ120 is made three times in the 
history. Significantly, this occurs twice in a speech in the mouths of Livia and Tiberius, but 
RQO\RQFH LQ WKHQDUUDWLYH LQ'LR¶VQHFURORJ\RI WKHprinceps.121 Dio chose to bring this 
interpretation ± and one which reflects badly on the Republic and well on Augustus ± most 
to the fore not in his narrative, but his speeches. 
 
The loaded exemplum of Sullan cruelty within this passage also makes an important 
historical statement about the role of ΥἀȡİĲȒLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZLQ$XJXVWXV¶KLVWRULFDO
success and his resolution of the ills of the res publica. In the opening and closing lines of 
WKLV H[FHUSW 'LR¶V 7LEHULXV VWDWHV WKDW DOWKRXJK 6XOOD ZDV FDOOHG Felix ĲΥὸȞ İΥὐĲȣȤΥ? 
ΥὀȞȠȝĮȗȩȝİȞȠȞ LWZDV$XJXVWXVZKRGHPRQVWUDWHG WKDW felicitas could not exist without 
ΥἀȡİĲȒ7KLV LV WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V RZQYLHw. In the fragmentary narrative of the Sullan civil 
ZDUKHVWDWHVWKDWXQWLOWKHEDWWOHRIWKH&ROOLQH*DWH6XOODµZDVEHOLHYHGWREHIRUHPRVWLQ
piety and kindness (ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓΥ? ĲİțĮΥ? İΥὐıİȕİȓΥ?WRVXFKH[WHQWWKDWµDOOWKRXJKWKHKDG
Fortune as his ally (ĲΥ?Ȟ ĲȪȤȘȞ ıȪȝȝĮȤȠȞ¶ +RZHYHU DV KH GUHZ FORVHU WR SRZHU KLV
FKDUDFWHUFKDQJHGDQGLQGHHGVRGUDPDWLFDOO\µWKDWKHFRXOGQRORQJHUEHFDOOHG)RUWXQDWH¶
(ȠΥ?ĲȦȢ ΥὡȢ ΥἔȠȚțİȞȠΥὐț ΥἤȞİȖțİȞİΥὐĲȣȤȒıĮȢ).122 As Eckert has recently shown, Dio is not 
new among impHULDODXWKRUVLQFKDOOHQJLQJ6XOOD¶Vfelicitas; Valerius Maximus and Seneca 
make a similar suggestion, and we can be quite sure Dio read some works of the latter.123 
But the historian seems to be making his own historical argument about the relationship 
between ΥἀȡİĲȒ and successful sole power. As I demonstrated in the first section, Dio 
SUHVHQWHG$XJXVWXV¶PRQDUFK\DVDUHJLPHFKDUDFWHULVHGE\ΥἀȡİĲȒ. One of these Augustan 
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virtues, ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ, had belonged to Sulla ± but he left it behind, Dio states, as he grew 
FORVHU WR SRZHU 6R ZLWKLQ WKH FRQVWLWXWLRQDO IUDPHZRUN RI WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLF 6XOOD¶V
personal power (įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ) led him to abandon virtue (especially ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ) and 
SXUVXHLQVWHDGDFRXUVHWKDWYLWLDWHGKLVULJKWLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZWRWKHWLWle Felix. The 
result was the proscriptions, memories of which Dio echoes in the clemency speech of 
Livia. Augustus, on the RWKHU KDQG VXUYLYHG DQG µUHRUJDQLVHG WKH VWDWH IRU WKH EHVW¶
precisely because of his  ΥἀȡİĲȒ124 In this way, the historian provides through Sulla and 
Augustus contrasting exempla, Republican and monarchic, failed and successful, of the 
exercise of individual power.  
 
'LR¶VHODERUDWLRQRQWKHDVSHFWVRI$XJXVWDQΥἀȡİĲȒ LQ7LEHULXV¶IXQHUDOVSHHFKΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ
ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ, ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ) also functions in close conversation and contrast 
with his history of Late Republican įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ6KRUWO\ DIWHU WKLV H[FHUSW'LR¶V7LEHULXV
ODXQFKHVLQWRDQHQFRPLXPRI$XJXVWXV¶DWWLWXGHWRZDUGWKH6HQDWHRIZKLFKLQWKHIirst 
section I showed that the historian broadly approved. 125  The speaker states that the 
princeps µGLGQRWGLVVROYH WKH6HQDWH¶V ULJKWRIYRWLQJRQGHFUHHVEXWHYHQHQVXUHG WKDW
their freedom of speech (ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮZDVSURWHFWHG«DQGLQ WKHHOHFWLRQVKH LQFXOcated in 
the people a love of honour rather than a love of factious competition (ĲΥὸ ĳȚȜȩĲȚȝȠȞΥἀȞĲΥ? 
ĲȠΥ? ĳȚȜȠȞİȓțȠȣ¶126 This, in fact, is only half true. There is no doubt that Dio approved of 
$XJXVWXV¶DWWLWXGHWRDQGSURWHFWLRQRIʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ, which as I have demonstrated he viewed 
as a enabling factor in the virtues of the new regime and especially conducive to ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ. 
Under Augustus ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ is permitted to function as a positive force in public life, in 
contrast to the Late Republican frankness of Cicero and Calenus.127 But Dio consciously 
brings to the fore those occasions on which the consular elections descended into violence 
and discord, in language highly reminiscent of the res publica.128 In this context, it is 
GLIILFXOW QRW WR UHDG 7LEHULXV¶ XQUHDOLVWLcally positive reflection on the elections under 
Augustus as a deliberate retrospect on an aspect of Late Republican political life that Dio 
was happy to see the back of. Certainly he benefitted from a system in which the emperor, 
not the people, selected magistrates.129 
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7LEHULXV¶ DVVHVVPHQW RI $XJXVWXV¶ ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ additionally left the historian room for 
VRPH IXUWKHU UHIOHFWLRQV RQ WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLF 7KH VSHDNHU¶V YLHZ WKDW µKH EURXJKW WKH
remaining element of factional discord (ĲΥὸ ȝΥ?Ȟ ıĲĮıȚȦĲȚțΥὸȞ) into harmony through his 
kindness (ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓΥ?) and moderated the soldiery (ĲΥὸ įΥ? ıĲȡĮĲȚȦĲȚțΥὸȞ) through his 
generosity (İΥὐİȡȖİıȓΥ?¶LVDOO'LR130 the antithetical paronomasia ĲΥὸ ȝΥ?ȞıĲĮıȚȦĲȚțΥὸȞ«ĲΥὸ 
įΥ? ıĲȡĮĲȚȦĲȚțΥὸȞ was probably irresistible for such a highly rhetorically-trained 
historian.131  
 
But LW LV FOHDU IURP'LR¶V FRPPHQWV RQ$XJXVWXV¶ DQG$JULSSD¶V SXEOLFZRUNV WKDW WKH
historian did view the ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ of their joint ventures as a corrective to the Republican 
problem of ĳșȩȞȠȢ,132 DQG'LR VWDWHV H[SOLFLWO\ WKDW E\ IROORZLQJ /LYLD¶V H[KRUWDWLRQ WR
ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ, Augustus prevented further plots beyond that of Cinna Magnus,133 thereby 
preventing yet another power-struggle for control of Rome. Other reflections on the res 
publica placed into the mouth of Tiberius ± that a įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ could never encompass 
LQWHUHVWV VR YDVW DV 5RPH¶V DQG that  monarchy was entirely necessary from that 
perspective,134 and that the assassination of Caesar removed a well-ordered government 
and thereby threw the state into confusion135 - PXVWEHWDNHQDV'LR¶VRZQ 
 
Dio similarly resurrects key moments in the history of Late Republican įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ in the 
recusatio of Octavian, on which some closing words will suffice. Unlike Tiberius, whose 
exempla are predominantly of Late Republican military figures (Caesar, Pompeius, Sulla), 
'LR¶V2FWDYLDQ VHWV RXW D ORDGHG HFKR RI WKHPDMRUPLOLWDU\ FDPSDLJQV RI WKH SUHYLRXV
century, several of which, I showed in Chapter 6, the historian treated with marked 
disfavour:  
 
For what might one compare to this deed of mine? [my resignation] The 
conquest of Gaul or the enslavement įȠȪȜȦıȚȞof Pannonia, the subjugation 
of Moesia, or the overthrow of Egypt? Or Pharnaces, Juba, Phraates, the 
campaign against the Britons, or the crossing of the Rhine?...nevertheless, 
none of these is worthy to even come close to this present deed of mine, even 
without mentioning the civil wars, the largest and most diverse of all to have 
ever occurred, which I settled humanely ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȫʌȦȢ, overcoming all 
enemies who resisted but sparing as friends all who surrendered 
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(ΥἀȞĲȚıĲȐȞĲȠȢ ΥὡȢ țĮΥ? ʌȠȜİȝȓȠȣ ʌĮȞĲΥὸȢ țȡĮĲȒıĮȞĲİȢ«IRU ZKR FRXOG DSSHDU
more magnanimous ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȩĲİȡȩȢ than I, to say nothing of my dead 
father ± and who more nearly divine?136 
 
Of course the historian does not intend his Octavian to appear positively in this instance. 
Augustan mercy (ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮ), magnanimity (ȝİȖĮȜȠȥȣȤȓĮ), and humanity (ĳȚȜĮȞșȡȦʌȓĮ) do 
not, and cannot, be convincingly expressed in the recusatio because the speaker is still 
FKDUDFWHULVHGDVD/DWH5HSXEOLFDQG\QDVW7KHVHDVSHFWVRIWKHVSHDNHU¶V ΥἀȡİĲȒ can only 
truly emerge later, after his transformation into Augustus. In this context the recapitulation 
of the military history of the Late Republic serves as a negative reflection on  routes to 
įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ within that system. Dio has selected ± I think deliberately ± exempla which in 
his narrative depicted Late Republican imperialism at its worst: the crossing of the Rhine, 
WKH%ULWLVKFDPSDLJQDQG5RPH¶VLQWHUYHQWLRQLQ(J\SWZHUHDV,GLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHU
depicted by the historian purely as an exercise in the acquisition of įȩȟĮ and satisfaction of 
ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ 
Factor 6: Conclusion 
So Cassius Dio seems to me to have continued to discuss and reflect upon the problems of 
the Late Republic throughout his speeches of the Augustan age. The assessments of and 
occasionally veiled references to the problems of įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ and ĳșȩȞȠȢ Dio places into the 
PRXWKVRIKLVRUDWRUVDUHWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQDWWHPSWWREULQJWKHVHLVVXHVFKDUDFWHULVWLFRI
his account of the late res publica, to the attention of the reader a final time, and to 
juxtapose these with an Augustan narrative characterised by a combination of kingly 
YLUWXHVRIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRZQGHYLVLQJ7KLVMX[WDSRVLWLRQRIXQIDYRXUDEOHUHWURVSHFWLQWKH
speeches with favourable assessment of Augustus in the narrative served the purpose, on 
the one hand, of persuading the reader of the imperative for monarchy and the ills of 
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ. But it additionally served as a last opportunity to remind the reader of 
HYHU\WKLQJ WKDW WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V LGHDOLVDWLRQ Rf the Augustan regime was not, and of the 
negative practices which Rome had left behind. They would not re-HPHUJHDJDLQLQ'LR¶V
history ± until that of his own time.  
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Chapter 8: Conclusions 
It will be worthwhile at this point to give some concluding recapitulation and overall 
FRQVSHFWXVRIWKHQDWXUHDQGSXUSRVHRI'LR¶VVSHHFKHVRIWKH/DWH5HSXEOic and Augustan 
Era as a whole. I additionally point to some potentially fruitful future directions for 
research. A lengthy recapitulation of each chapter and each section here may not be 
attractive. I have set out more detailed conclusions to each of my six investigative chapters 
following the discussion concerned. However, some broader and more general principles 
can be underlined here, and I think securely.  
 
First of all, Cassius Dio did develop an overarching causal framework according to which 
he interpreted the collapse of the Roman Republic and the comparative success of the 
Augustan Principate. I do not think we can continue to accept the intepretation of 0LOODU¶V
highly influential 1964 Study of Cassius Dio, which I quoted in the Introduction, that Dio 
had no general historical views which he applied to his history, nor had the wherewithal to 
write this in a coherent or connected manner.1 I have argued in the body of this thesis that 
the causal skeleton mapped by Dio onto the process of constitutional change can be 
reduced to six historical factors: the unviability of the dictatorship as an exercise of 
supreme executive power owing to its conflation with tyranny and its legal restrictions, 
precipitating and justifying aristocratic acceptance of monarchy as such as its replacement; 
the corrosive organisation of military power within the empire, which generated the 
autocratic ambitions of all major dynasts from Marius to Caesar; the pervasion of envy 
within political life and the role of this as a catalyst to factional competition; the problem 
of rhetoric, in which all Republican attempts to further the public interest fail, and in 
inverse proportion all deceptive attempts to further dynastic interest succeed; the deliberate 
misdirection of imperial policy-making by ambitious commanders through dishonest 
misrepresentation of their megalomaniac military activities, enabling such activities to 
continue; and the mRUDO UHYROXWLRQ RI $XJXVWXV¶ UHLJQ LQ ZKLFK D SRVLWLYH EXW VXUHO\
idealised, culture of virtue directly prevents violent competition from resurfacing and 
reinvents ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ and ĳșȩȞȠȢ as positive forces in political life. 'LR¶V HODERUDWLRQ RI
these factors through his orations is of course not uniform ± not every issue is discussed in 
every speech ± but it is consistent.  
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Secondly, Dio fully embedded his speeches of the Late Republic and Augustan Era within 
that causal framework. I arrivedLQWKHILUVWLQVWDQFHDWP\GLYLVLRQRI'LR¶VYLHZRIWKH
problems which vitiated the res publica into six historical factors simply by reading the 
IRUPDO RUDWLRQV 7KLV WKHVLV EHJDQZLWK WKH WDVN RI HQJDJLQJZLWK'LR¶V VSHHFKHV DV LWV
intial, nebulous REMHFWDQGIURPWKDWEDVLV,KDYHEHHQDEOHWRPDSWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VFDXVDO
framework of constitutional change. There were certainly questions of self-presentation, as 
I have discussed in Chapter 3: Cassius Dio was an intellectual, and compositional art ± 
particularly when it engaged with classicism -  of course enhanced his own ʌĮȚįİȓĮ. It is 
moreover a possible and attractive theory, but still speculative, that the historian delivered 
certain of his speeches himself to friends at court or circulated them among other 
pepaideumenoi. %XW LW GRHV QRW IROORZ IURP WKH IDFW WKDW WKH RUDWLRQV DVVHUWHG 'LR¶V
literary art, that these were not embedded within a broader historical interpretation and 
served an explanatory purpose for the reader within that interpretation. Too often, overt 
EHOOHWULVP LQ DQ DQFLHQW KLVWRULDQ¶V ZRUN JHQHUDWHV DOVR PRGHUQ VXVSLFLRQ DERXW WKH
KLVWRULDQ¶VSXUSRVHVRUFUHGLELOLW\ In contrast, I have suggested here ± first in Chapter 3 
and then through illustration in the case-studies ± that DLR¶V FRPSRVLWLRQDO VNLOO DQG
knowledge of Attic ought not to distract us from the important question of the 
communicative role that the orations play within the historical interpretation.  
 
Thirdly, these compositions are the principal vehicle of that interpretation within the 
Roman History. It has certainly EHHQQHFHVVDU\WRDFFRXQWIRUWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VSURJUDPPDWLF
statements, his own assessment of the motives which precipitated particular courses of 
action on the part of his characters, and, very importantly, his syncrisis of įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ and 
ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮ at the opening of Book 44. But any overarching narrative conspectus of the 
KLVWRULFDO IDFWRUV ZKLFK LQ &DVVLXV 'LR¶V YLHZ SUHFLSLWDWHG WKH FROODSVH RI WKH 5RPDQ
Republic and the success of the new regime is conspicuous only by its absence. Rather, I 
have suggested that these factors can clearly be identified within the speeches. In 
particular, these compositions seem to me to exert a cumulative effect by virtue of their 
embeddedness within tKHQDUUDWLYHDQGVRGULYHIRUZDUG'LR¶VH[SRVLWLRQRIWKHKLVWRULFDO
problems which rendered the res publica increasingly untenable. In Chapter 5, for 
example, I have argued through the speeches of Catulus, Cicero, and finally Agrippa that 
the dictatura gUHZLQFUHDVLQJO\XQYLDEOHLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VYLHZEXWIRUGLIIHUHnt reasons in 
different periods. In the context of 67 BCE it was unattractive because of the recent 
memory of Sullan crudelitas and the connotations of his dictatorship with tyranny; and 




affairs more broadly. In the context of 44 BCE, it was furthermore despised because of its 
association with the forceful usurpation of power, all the more potent after not one, but two 
dictators had seized power through military means within living memory. Agrippa acts as a 
coda to this, arguing in 27 BCE against $XJXVWXV¶ monarchy on the basis that it must 
inevitably degenerate into a tyranny EXW LQ VR GRLQJ KH PHUHO\ VHUYHV DV 'LR¶V RZQ
reiteration and summary of the trend for dictators in the Late Republic to themselves 
EHFRPHW\UDQWV$XJXVWXV ,KDYHDUJXHGLQ&KDSWHUEURNHWKDW WUHQGLQWKHKLVWRULDQ¶V
view. It seems to me striking that the historian at no point lays out this cumulative 
interpretation, which climaxes with the Agrippa-Maecenas debate, in explicit terms for the 
reader within the narrative. For that, as his other five factors, we must turn to the speeches.  
 
Finally, there is the role played by the actual presentation and characterisation of public 
speech under the Late Republic, for which these compositions are understandably 
indispensible. Dio explored the problem of rhetoric in the Late Republic more fully than 
any other historian of that period, and perhaps more fully than any other extant historian in 
general. There seems to me little doubt that Dio conceived of the nature of public debate 
within the įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ as a genuinely corrosive internal factor which precipitated the 
downfall of precisely the form of constitution in which it was most required. It is worth 
UHSHDWLQJKHUHWKDW'HPRVWKHQHV¶VWDWHPHQW- µWKHUHLVQRJUHDWHUZURQJDPDQFDQGR\RX
than to lie; for as our political system is based upon speeches, how can it be safely 
DGPLQLVWHUHGLIWKHVSHHFKHVDUHIDOVH"¶± LVHPEOHPDWLFRI'LR¶s res publica as a whole.2 
Models of genuinely deliberative oratory, epitomised above all in Catulus, fail. In parallel, 
excessive ʌĮȡȡȘıȓĮ, represented in Cicero and Calenus as I discussed in Chapters 4 and 7, 
illustrate Late Republican oratory at its most futile and degenerate; while the pervasion of 
artificial and self-interested, but persuasive, models of oratory represented in numerous 
dynasts in each instance misdirects the public interest. It leads, ultimately, to greater 
personal power, greater imperial glories, renewed ĳșȩȞȠȢ, and renewed stasis. Even 
GLVUHJDUGLQJ WKH HPEHGGHGQHVV RI WKHVH FRPSRVLWLRQV ZLWKLQ 'LR¶V narrative and their 
coherency with his causal framework, the speeches are compelling even only as 
representations of the role played by oratory in the failure of the įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ it was 
supposed to maintain.   
 
'LR¶V XVH RI KLV VSHHFKHV DV DPHGLXP RI KLVWRULFDO H[SODQDWLRQ DQG TXLWH FRQVLVWHQWO\
seems innovative. This brings me on to some concluding remarks about the implications of 
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this thesis in possibilities for future research. In particular, it will be apparent to Roman 
KLVWRULDQV WKDW GHVSLWH'LR¶V LQQRYDWLRQV LQ UKHWRULFmuch of the inspiration for his six 
causal factors of constitutional change understandably emerges from the tradition of 
Roman historiography. I have not attempted here to argue that Cassius Dio performed or 
attempted to perform a radical re-evaluation of the collapse of the res publica on the 
macro-level. He certainly brings the problem of rhetoric and the political ramifications of 
this more fully to the fore than any other surviving account; and in this regard his response 
to and concerns about the sophistic rhetorical culture of his time lend his explanation of the 
decline of the Republic a distinctive flavour. But the fundamental kernels of his thought 
can be traced back to Sallust, Livy, Tacitus, and Suetonius. His illustration of the 
proliferation of ĳșȩȞȠȢ, for example, clearly belongs within a Sallustian-Livian tradition of 
Republican moral decline; although the way in which he uses speeches to present this as 
the catalyst for a FKDLQRIHYHQWVVXFKDV3RPSHLXV¶SROLWLFDOLPSRWHQFHLQBCE and his 
entry into the Triumvirate as discussed in Chapter 5, certainly seems distinctive. Again, 
'LR¶VSUREOHPDWLVDWLRQRIWKHRUJDQLVDWLRQRISRZHUZLWKLQWKHHPSLUHFOHDUO\VHHPVWRPH
to EXLOGXSRQ6XHWRQLXV¶LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRI&DHVDU¶Vimperii conseutudo. Here Dio maintains 
the kernel of the original argument, but uses his orations to build on it. He suggests that it 
had been a problem long before Caesar, and posits in Agrippa and Maecenas the solutions 
which, in his view, $XJXVWXV¶ UHIRUPV WR WKH SURYLQFLDO DGPLQVWUDWLRQPDGH GLUHFWO\ WR
FRXQWHU WKDW SUREOHP (TXDOO\ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V YLHZ RI ĳȪıȚȢ and the destructive 
relationship between this and imperialism in the first century BCE seems to derive from or 
coincidentally approximate to Tacitus. $ QHZ VWXG\ RI 'LR¶V GHEW WR WKH /DWLQ
historiographical (and biographical) traditions would be exceptionally valuable. 
Thucydides remains recognised as the dominant historiographical influence upon Cassius 
'LR¶V ODQJXDJHDQG WKRXJKW ,Q IDFW FHUWDLQRIKLVYLHZV± such as his potentially veiled 
attack on defensive imperialism, as I laid out in the third section of Chapter 6 
µ'HJHQHUDWLYH'HEDWH¶± do not show an emulation of Thucydides at all.  
 
In this connection, it would be worthwhile to re-evaluate the extent to which historians 
made use of contemporary rhetorical material in writing their own speeches, especially 
when depicting either an historically-attested occasion of oratory or an act of speech which 
is parallel or similar to an attested one. I have argued in Chapter 2 that Dio was particularly 
indebted to Cicero in this regard: not only for aspects of the argumentation of his speeches, 
as has been briefly recognised elsewhere, but for elements of the rhetorical style and for 




possible to determine a margin of error, either with Dio or with other authors, regarding the 
degree to which one can imagine that an occasion of oratory, represented by an historian 
through a speech, approximates with the historical reality. Certainly Appian, in his speech 
of Tiberius Gracchus on his agrarian law,3 has his Gracchus state in support of the lex that 
great unemployment, a decreasing Italian population, and an increasing slave population 
made agrarian reform quite necessary. 4  It is precisely these arguments for the lex 
Sempronia agraria which, Plutarch states, Gaius Gracchus recorded in a pamphlet about 
KLVROGHUEURWKHU¶VODZ 3OXWDUFKVHHPVWRVXJJHVWWKDW*DLXV¶WUDFWLVVWLOOH[WDQWLQKLVRZQ
time;5 and as his writing preceded that of Appian by only a few decades, it is possible that 
Appian gathered these arguments from the biographer or from the tract itself. Such 
speculations can no doubt be repeated elsewhere with firmer evidence.  
 
More broadly, the influence of rhetorical education upon the way in which Greek 
historians wrote, particularly by the time of formalised progymnasmata, is worthy of 
further study. In Chapter 4 of this thesis I have argued that the progymnasmata inculcated 
in Dio a moralising conception of history itself, which taught the author, through sententia 
and fabula, to approach the task of composition as the task of moral illustration. The 
student was given an ethical thought which it was incumbent upon him to valorise, either 
proving it by example in his own fable or, later, reelaborating it into other narratives and 
discourses. Such a consistently didactic curriculum, which began with the sententia under 
WKHDJHRIWHQDQGFRQWLQXHGWKURXJKRXWWKHVWXGHQW¶VDGROHVFHQFHZLWKWKHUH-elaboration 
of these morals into suasoriae and declamations, must inevitably have conflated the moral 
DQGWKHFRPSRVLWLRQDO ,Q'LR¶VFDVe ± I have suggested in Chapter 4 ± the moral in fact 
served as a means of persuasion. By locating his interpretation of the causes of military and 
SROLWLFDO FULVHV VXFK DV 3RPSHLXV¶ GHIHDW DW 3KDUVDOXV RU WKH H[LOH RI &LFHUR ZLWKLQ D
received code of moral values which his audience could be presumed to accept, Dio laid 
out historical causes which would not have been fanciful to the contemporary perspective. 
7KHPRUDOGLPHQVLRQVRRIWHQFULWLTXHGLQ'LR¶VVSHHFKHVRIWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFVHHPVWR
me to have served as a form of evidence or proof, for the contemporary reader, of the 
validity of his interpretation. As with his speeches of the Late Republic and Augustan Era, 
so too with the ethical statements contained within them did the historian have the vices 
and failures of individual dynasts and the Republican state at large to present to his reader. 
He may not necessarily have been wrong. 
                                                          
3
 App. BC. 1.7-11 for the oration and the surrounding context.  
4
 In two indirect speeches at App. BC. 1.9.1 and 1.11.1. 
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